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;j^ Oif the Essays now published Nos. I, II, VI were 

^ in type when the last volume of Sludia Biblica was issued, 

and were originally intended for that volume. The delay 

^ in the appearance of the present instalment has been chiefly 

ji caused by the opportunity, of which we gladly availed 

ourselves, to make the fifth Essay still more complete by 
the addition of the matter contained in the Appendices. 
The fullest collection of materials was in this case especially 
desirable, because the thorough discussion of the text of 
any one set of Canons would determine the lines to be 
followed in reconstituting the text of others, and the way 
would thus be prepared for a critical edition of the Early 
Councils generally — a task on which two of the Essayists 
are already engaged and with which they have made 
some progress. The enterprise and research which Mr. 
Backham has shown in obtaining his collations, and the 
clearness which he has succeeded in imparting tc^ a mass 
of details, will meet^ we thinks with deserved recognition. 

An impression which appears to prevail in some quarters 
ought perhaps to be corrected. The volumes of Sludia 
Biblica which have so far appeared are not part of a 
regular series which could be calculated upon beforehand. 
That they have appeared at all is due to the Delegates 
of the Clarendon Press, to whom we desire to make our 
grateful acknowledgments. But it rests with the public 
rather than with ourselves to decide whether the series can 
be continued. 

S. R. DRIVER. 
T. K. CHEYNE. 
W. SANDAY. 
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THE INTRODUCTION OF THE SQUARE 
CHARACTERS IN BIBLICAL MSS. AND 
AN ACCOUNT OF THE EARLIEST MSS. 
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. 

[Ad. Nbdbauee.] 

%f It is not our intention to discofis here the origin of the 
alphabet in general, or the development of the so-called 
' Hebrew square characters ' from an earlier Phoenician or 
Aramaic alphabet. Om: object is to propound an opinion 
respecting the introduction of the square character into the 
copies of the Hebrew scriptures in the place of the Phoenician 
or the archaic Hebrew ones. Let us state at once that it 
is now generally believed that the Phoenician alphabet is 
derived from the HierogljphicSy and that many other forms 
of alphabet, especially the Greek as well as the Semitic, 
are taken from the Phoenician^, which gradually underwent 
such modification, that at last all visible similarity to the 
early Phoenician characters disappeared. 

The relation of the archaic characters used by the Israelites 
to the present square characters, will be found explained in 
the principal Hebrew grammars, from W. Gesenius^ to 
B. Stade^, to which we must refer our readers. As to the 
substitution of the one alphabet for the other in copying 
the books of the Old Testament, we have to mention two 
special essays by the late Dr. L. Herzfeld^ and Professor 

^ See Fr. Lenormant, Stsai 9ur la propagaHon de Valphabet phinicien dan$ 
Vaneien m&nde, i. i. p. 88 aqq. ; aUo the Table of Alphabets, Plate loi of the 
London Palaeographieal Society, and leriet. 

* Oeaehiehie der hebr&Uehen Spracie und Schrifi (Leipzig, 1815), p. 137 sqq. 

* Lehrbueh der hebr&iiehen Orammatik, Jjeipiig, 1879, p. a a iqq. 

* QuehickU da VoUf€» Igrad, ttc, and ed., and vol., pp. 76 to 91. 
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2 The Introduction of the 

H. Giaetz ^, which are inserted as excursuses to their histories 
of the people of Israel. The former, who wrote his important 
work in 1863, is necessarily not abreast of the present day 
as to palaeography, but he mentions all the documents re- 
lating to the subject in the Talmudic and patristic litera- 
ture, and offers also valuable suggestions as to the alphabet 
in which the text used by the LXX must have been written, 
judging from the variations which their translation presents 
from the Massoretic text. In 1863, the Phoenician inscription 
dedicated to Baal Lebanon^, that of the Moabite stele ^, and 
of the Siloam Pool^ were not yet discovered. For the 
Aramaic, Dr. Herzfeld could only base his argument on the 
characters found in the Carpentras inscription and the Turin 
Papyrus ^. And above all, he could have had no knowledge 
of the early inscriptions in square characters, viz. of the Bene 
IHezir^ and in the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em*^, and some 
otiiers. He therefore stands in the infancy of palaeographical 
science, speaking with Ewald of an alphabet brought from 
Egypt by the Hyksos, and maintaining with Saalschiitz that 
the Phoenicians cannot be the inventors of the alphabet, 
because the original names of the letters presuppose an agri- 
cultural tribe, and not a maritime nation, such as the Phoe- 
nicians are known to have been. But, in spite of these 
unavoidable defects. Dr. Herzfeld's essay is still worth study- 
ing, and we can only admire the sagacity brought to bear 
by him upon the subject, even with the imperfect knowledge 

^ Gesehichte der Juden, II. ii. (Leipzig, 1876), p. 400 sqq. 

' See Corpus Jnaeriptianum Semitiearum (Paris, 188 x), part i. No. 5 (p. 3 a 
sqq.)^ and our table of the alphabets. 

' See Eecordsqfthe Past, new series (London, 1889), ii. p. 1941 and our table, 
whioh is the work of the talented Semitic scholar, Pzof. Rudolf E. Brunnow. 

* Ilndem, i. p. 168, and our table. 

* See Corpus JnscripHonum Semitiearum, part ii. pp. 143-148, and our table. 

* See below, p. i7> 

^ See Corpus Inscriptionum ffebraiearum, etc.. Ton D. Chwolson (St. 
Petersburg, 1882), p. 87. To this important work Professor Euting of Stras- 
bourg has added facsimiles and an extended table of the various Semitic 
alphabets, which our readers may consult with great benefit. 
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of the development of the Phoenician alphabet which was 
then possessed. 

Dr. Graetz, who wrote in 1876, of course availed himself 
of the discoveries which had then been made in the field 
of Semitic inscriptions, and although the Baal Lebanon 
Phoenician inscription as well as the Teima^ Aramaic one 
was not at his disposal, he follows the right path concerning 
the development of the Hebrew sqnare characters from the 
Aramaic. 

We must not forget to mention Dr. A. Geiger s* * Intro- 
duction to the Biblical Books/ which contains a few valuable 
notes on our subject. 

Before proceeding with our views on the introduction of 
the Hebrew sqnare characters, it may perhaps be useful to 
state how &r the Israelites were acquainted with the art 
of writing before the Babylonian captivity. Whatever date 
may be assigned to the Biblical documents, it cannot be 
doubted that the Israelites were acquainted with the art of 
writing from an early period of their social life. It is not 
altogether certain whether books were originaUy meant by 
the word "tfiD, and whether the word :ffO expressed always 
writing with a pen ^, for it seems that there is a difference 
between the expressions "^fiD bv 3r)3 and *^fiD3 ITO, The first 
means writing upon a Sepher, a tablet most likely, and the 
second writing in a Sepher^ implying a collection of writings, 
whether of tablets or of other material. No substantive of 
the root ^ro is employed for a book, whether in early or 
later Hebrew, or to denote a professional writer, as is the 
case with the root "^DD. In a section of the book of Judges ^ 

^ See Corpus Inscriptionum SemUiearwm, part ii. p. 1 10, and Stadia Bibli^a, 
i. p. an. For the Panammu Aramaio inBoription, recently noticed by Pro- 
fessor A. H. Sayoe {Academy, 7th September, 1889, p. 157), see at the end of 
the essay. 

' Nachgelanene Schriften, iy. (Berlin, 1876), p. 43 sqq. 

' See Professor Geoi*g^ Hoffinann's article, LexikalUchee, in the ZeiUchrift 
far alttegtamendiche Wistetuehajl, edited by Prof. B. Stade, i. p. 335. 

* Judges Yiii. 14, 

B 2, 



4 The Introdtution of the 

which is indisputably of early origin, we find that * Gideon 
caught a young man of the men of Suocoth, and enquired 
of him : and wrote down for him the princeB of Succoth and 
the elders thereof/ Thus writing was current even amongst 
other classes than professional men. In the time of Samuel 
books were already written. We read there \ ' Then Samuel 
told the people the manner of the kingdom, and wrote U 
in the book and laid it up before the Lord/ At the court 
of David the offices of a recorder and a scribe are mentioned 
as existing ^. We are not willing to enter upon a discussion 
about the date of the pomposition of the Pentateuch and of 
the book of Joshua^ but the mention in these of the written 
books of ' Jashax ^ ' and ' the Wars of the Lord ^ ' is sufficient 
for our purpose. One has only to open a Hebrew concordance 
of the Bible at the word 3ni ' to write/ in order to see how 
frequently this word occurs in Scripture, from which the con- 
clusion may be drawn that the art of writing was freely 
practised by the Israelites, at least amongst the higher class 
of them. 

We may perhaps be allowed to quote a verse of the 
prophet Hosea, which seems not to be preserved in its original 
form. He says, in the name of God ^, according to the A.y. : 

* I have written to him the great things of my law, but they 
were counted as a strange thing.' The R.y. translates, 

* Though I write for him my law in ten thousand precept^^ 
and on the margin, ' I wrote for him the ten thousand things 
of my law/ following the Q*ri ta"! instead of **'?\. The 
LXX translates as follows: KaTaypiy^ta avr^ 9rA^^09> kcIx ra 
vofxiixa avTov, The Targum and the Syriac version have 
both * a multitude/ We believe that if an emendation has 
t-o be made, it ought to be that proposed by eminent scholars, 
such as Newcome, Graf, Kuenen, and M. J. Hal^vy ®, viz. "nyi 
instead of '*l"t, ' words of my law,' words having the meaning 

^ I Sam. X. 35. ' 2 Sam. xz. 24, 25. ' Joshoa x. 13. 

* Namben xxL 14. * Hosea viii. la. 

* See the various readings in the Variorum Bible (and ed.)» 0* '• 
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here of * commandments/ which are called elsewhere Dnn*l 
* words ^.' But for our purpose it will prove in any case that 
something of the law was written down for the nation in the 
time of Hosea. 

We know that the neighbouring nations were at tiie time 
of David far advanced in the art of writing. The Phoe- 
nicians had already disseminated their alphabet throughout 
the greater part of the world, the Assyrian libraries were 
already filled with brick tablets and cylinders on which all 
kinds of records were written down in the cuneiform characters, 
in which a large correspondence was discovered lately at Tel 
el-Amama, written about 1400 B.C., and in which refer- 
ence is made to Palestinian cities ^. Moreover, the kings of 
Aram sent letters to the kings of Israeli King Mesha's 
inscription* of thirty-four lines shows clearly that in the 
ninth century B. c, the Moabites were acquainted with the 
art of writing. This inscription is written in characters 
slightly difiering from those employed by the Phoenicians 
in the Baal Lebanon fragment ^ ; they must have been in 
use amongst the Moabites some time before the ninth 
century, for a people scarcely begins writing with a text 6f 
thirty-four lines. 

That the Israelites, so familiar with the art of writing, 
also used a kind of Phoenician script, at least as early as the 
time of David, was generally admitted®, chiefly because of 
the resemblance of the Phoenician alphabet to that found 
on the Maccabean coins. This has now been confirmed by 
the discovery of the Siloam inscription ^, the first deciphering 
of which we owe to Professor Sayce. The letters of the 
Siloam text are much nearer those of the Phoenician alphabet 

' Exodus zz. 1 ; Deuteronomy y. 19. 

' See Professor Sayce's article in the TrwMaciion% qf the Victoria Institute, 
Annual Address, 1889. 
» a Kings t. 5, 6. * See note 3 on p. a. * See our table. 

* See Gesenins (note a on p. i), p. 139 sqq. 

* See above, p. a ; also Guthe in the Zeitschrift der deuttoh. morg, 
GeteUechaftf 1882, p. 725. 



6 The Intrdduction of the 

than those of the Jewish coins of the second Temple. It 
is a eurioas fact, however, that among the monuments of 
the Phoenicians (the supposed inventors of the earliest 
alphabet), which we possess, there is none older than looo- 
900 B. c, while of Jewish monuments the Siloam inscription 
remains unique. The Siloam characters are already more 
cursive than those of the Moabite stele ^, and in characters 
similar to them, but perhaps still more cursive, we have 
to suppose that the book found in the Temple, and those 
carried away by the exiles (if they did so) would have been 
written. 

The Phoenician characters, with more or less modifications, 
were evidently current, for commercial purposes at least, 
about the year 700 B. c, and were used from Egypt to the 
Mediterranean lands, and extending as far as Assyria. The 
latter country, where the cuneiform system of writing con- 
tinued to be employed up to the date of the fall of Nineveh, 
while in Babylonia it was used even so late as the reign 
of Domitian, was obliged to carry on its official corres- 
pondence in Aramaic characters, a modification of the Phoe- 
nician script, when it became master of Aram (Mesopotamia), 
Damascus, Arabia, Palestine, and Egypt. On Assyrian 
weights of 700 B. G. we find Phoenician characters', and 
Babshakeh was asked by Eliakim, Shebna and Joash to 
speak Aramaic, which they understood, and not in TekudUh 
or Hebrew, the language of the common people^. Some 
letters on these Assyrian weights have already undergone 
important modifications from the Baal Lebanon characters 
in the direction of a cursive form. For instance, the daleth 
is already open at the top, like that of the later Aramaic 
monuments in Egypt ; the heth is more simple, having only 
one horizontal stroke, and thus approaches the Hebrew square 
character ; the yod is the smallest letter ; the hmed is simply 
cursive ; and the ain is also open. Unfortunately there is 
a gap in the Aramaic monuments, between the Assyrian 

^ 8«e the table. * lUdem, ool. 6. * Isaiah xzxv). 11. 
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weights and the stele of Saqqarah in Egypt, the date of 
which is only 482 B.C., fifty-four years after the return of 
the exiles from Babylonia. Here the heih and the re^h are 
already open ; the he inclined already to the Hebrew square 
form ; the ihin is but the square form in an undeveloped 
state ; the aUph^ although nearer to the old Phoenician form, 
inclines towards that of the Siloam inscription. We can see 
from this short description of the gradual modification of the 
Phoenician letters, according to time and locality, how 
possible it was that in the countries where the Jewish exiles 
were settled, the Phoenician characters might have already 
reached a cursive stage, approaching the so-called square 
character. The letters of the Palmyrene inscriptions, which 
date from 9 B. c, as far as they have been at present dis- 
covered, though they difier in details, are in all essential 
respects similar to the Hebrew square characters ^ Of course 
there must be earlier inscriptions in Palmyra, which we hope 
may soon come to light. 

Let us now turn to the Jews after their return from exile 
in Babylonia, where they had remained for more than two 
generations. If this space of time was not sufficient t;p ex- 
tinguish entirely their language, two generations are more 
than enoTigh for the adoption of the writing of a country, 
in which business was to be carried on. If the Aramaic lan- 
guage had partly modified the Hebrew of the exiles, it is 
certain that the Aramaic writing, which was so similar to 
the Old Hebrew of the Siloam inscription, must have done 
so. When the Jews returned to Jerusalem there was a cor- 
respondence with the court of Artaxerxes, king of Persia, and 
the writing of the letters was in Aramaic characters and in- 
terpreted in the Aramaic tongue^, (A.y. has in the Syrian 
tongue, which comes to the same thing.) This is, however, 
no proof that the Jews had forgotten altogether their old 
writing, but from this passage it is evident that the ofiicial 

^ See the table ; al^o De Yogu^, Byrit CetUrole, p. 3. 
' Em iv. 7. 



8 The Introduction of the 

correspondence with the Persian court was carried on in the 
Aramaic tongue and in Aramaic characters ; and many of 
those who returned irom exile may have known both. The 
book of the Law, out of which Ezra read before the congr^^ 
tion^, and from which copies were made, might consequently 
have been written : ist, either in the old Hebrew letters^ similar 
to those found on the Maccabean coins ; and, or in Aramaic 
characters, which the exiles brought back with them from Baby- 
lonia ; 3rd, or ill both forms of writing, for the benefit alike of 
the Babylonian Jews, a great number of whom settled in the 
country, as well as of the Jews who had remained in Palestine 
and could only read the old Hebrew script. We incline to 
the last hypothesis, for it is certain that the Jews who re« 
mained in Babylonia must have needed a copy of the Law 
in tiieir own mode of writing, if they had to read it in their 
synagogues, and interpret it in their schools. And Ezra or 
his immediate successors must surely have taken care that the 
Law should not be neglected out of the Holy Land. 

The Talmudic tradition, to which, however, we cannot 
always allow a historical value, declares that the change of 
characters in writing the text of scripture was made by Ezra. 

On this point we find the following statement in various 
parte of the Talmud ^: 

^oiK ptrin TTW^ anan Nirp •»d"»i oni? runoi mm y^n^ x^^\\ ^-oj? 
ana nitDi^ni? mom yir\\^x\ pc^i nnic^K ana h}r\^ \:h im^a 
Y'K nnay ana ^nd ^xnia jnon n"N nitann jnd ♦^d^k pe^h n^nap 
*"p mm jnrnB^ joij; ,Tn '»iin sm^ ''W '1 N'»3n .nKiu"»i> ana tnon 
DNni^KH i>K ni>p nc^i id^k Kin neioa rw^ lonp k5^ x^oi^^N hvr\^^ 
UK mm }Ka nioxn v^h^ no ^aaD n^y ^o^; Km noiN xm Kn?ya 
ix^ vc^T\r\ npa ""♦ rm miw idin \K\r\ rmDa mm ^xh iidkh r^h^ 

^ Nehemiah yiii. 3. 

' Bah, Talmiid, Sanhedrin, ff. ax^and 22\ of which we give the text, bein^ 
the oompleteBt. Compare, Tonfiha, Sanhedrin, iv. 7 (ed. Zockermandel), 
pp. 431 and 433 ; Pnlestini<m (or Jerusaleiii) Talmud, Megillah, i. 9 (fol. 7^ 
and «), and partly Sotah, vii. 2 (fol. 3i«). It is aselees to give yariatlons, since 
they do not bear upon our theais. 
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n« cnmi^ laa^ pan jotp '►d "ud^k tnn tntya d^ddbidi D^pn ddhk 
mm njn'>j ^ b''p«i ddwdi pin i>inB^i> no^^i nie^h vn^« ^ n'nin 

ni^nna noiK '"» kw nie^D Dnoy nW nniB« mpj noi^ . » . nnDiK 
ini nrne^ jva )^yni> jni> noni wdhb^ p"»a i^tnc^^ nnin n^n'^J nr anai 
1DIN K'n'cn anal menNDjr nnic^ hdb^ \?r\p'^ noi> . ♦ • on^ nnnn 
: np^y b run^r^ xi? m ana ^jnion K''n dib?» noKc^ Kona ja k''-* diitd 

* Mar Zutra (a Babylonian doctor of the fourth century) 
sayB, and others report it in the name of Mar Uqba (of the 
same date): '"The law was in the first instance given to 
Israel in Ihri characters and in the holy language ; in the 
time of Ezra the law was given a second time in Assyrian 
characters, and in the Aramaic language. Israel chose then 
the Assyrian characters, with the holy langpiage, and left to 
the Idiotes the Ibri writing with the Aramaic language.'^ 
Who are the Idiotes ? R. Hisda (a Babylonian doctor of the 
fourth century) says : the Kutkim, or the Samaritans. What 
is the Ibri writing? The Libunah^ characters.* This passage 
of the Bab. Talmud is continued in the following manner : 
' R. Jose (who lived in the third century) says, " Ezra was 
worthy that the law should have been given through him, 
if Moses had not done it before. In fact, in the case of both 
the expression T\bv 'to ascend ' is employed. It is said^: 'And 
Moses toent np unto God,' and it is said^, 'This Ezra went np 
from Babylon.' As the going up of Moses was fC iihe sake 
of the law, so it was in the case of Ezra. Indeed it is said 
of Moses^, 'And the Lord commanded me at that time to 
teach you statutes and judgments.' And it is equally said of 
Ezra^, ' For Ezra had prepared his heart to seek the law of 
the Lord^ and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes and 
judgments.' Although the law was not given through Ezra, 
ihe writing was changed by him, as it is written", 'The 
writing of the letter was written in Aramaic and with Ara- 

* See below, p. ii. * Exodus xix. 3. • Ezra tii. 6. 

* Dent. iv. 14. • Ezra vii. 10. • Erra It. 7. 
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maic characters ^.' " ' . . . The passage continues : * " Why is the 
writing called Ashurith? Because it came up with them 
from Ashur (Assyria)." Babbi [ Jehudah] (the compiler of the 
Mishnah, who lived i8o a. d.) said: *'In the first instance 
the law was given to Israel in Assyrian characters. After 
they had sinned, the characters were changed into Boatz^, 
and when they repented the original characters were given 
back to them • . . Why is it called Ashuritk ? Because it is 
a straight character, nt5^N signifying niraightr B. Eleazar, 
son of Prata, said in the name of B. Eleazar, of Modein (who 
lived at the beginning of the second century), the present 
writing has not been changed at all ... ' 

In another passage^, the following saying is reported in 
the name of B. Eliezer, son of Jacob ; he said that three 
])rophets went with the exiles to the Holy Land. The one 
gave witness as to the place where the altar stood, and how 
it was shaped; the second gave witness that sacrifices are 
offered even when the Temple is not yet built ; and the third 
affirmed that the law will be written in Assyrian script. 

TynB^ nriK .ni^n p dhdj? i^y Dwa3 v^'^ nDi« ipp^ p k''i ton 
"a ^ P|K pmpDB^ Dni> n^yne^ nnw naron d^d i^jn raron i>y Dni> 

: nnijrx anane^ minn i>p on^ *T"»pnK> nnw n^a pKtr 

In the Mishnah^ the Assurith is considered holy and the 
Ibri profane. From these passages it follows that tradition 
was aware of a change undergone by the writing at a remote 
date, and unknown to the rabbis, on account of which they 
attributed it to Ezra. And we shall see that they were 
])artially right in their opinion. Of course the sayings of 
Babbi [Jehudah] and B. Eleazar have no historical value, since 
they only tried to save the antiquity of the Assyrian characters, 
for the sake of orthodoxy. Philo even says that the Assyrian 
characters date from Moses. Origen and Jerome fiirther 

^ The . . . are in the place of the Biblical verses which are adduced in the 
Talmud, and explained in an Agadic manner for the purpose. 
' See below, p. ii. * Bah, Talmud, ZlitJfim, fol. 62*. 

* Zabimi It. 7. 
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mention that the new characters were introdnced hj Ezra. 
ItHnallj, the Samaritan chronicle of Abul-Fatah (written in 
the eleventh century) states that Ezra changed the Ibri charac- 
ters, and introduced twenty-seven letters, which means that it 
attributes to Ezra the five final forms of 3, D, ^, D, and V^ We 
have seen^ that the Palestinian doctors call the old Ibri 
writing yyi, and the Babylonian SLisdai calls it ""WU^i^. The 
derivation of these two terms remains at present doubtful. 
But we shall not trouble our readers with all the possible 
interpretations of these two words proposed by scholars. We 
believe, with Dr. Hoffmann ^ that the right reading of the 
first word is )T^, a variation mentioned by B. Hananel (who 
lived in the tenth century), in his commentary on the 
Talmud 1 This reading is perhaps confirmed by Epiphanius, 
who says in his treatise on the twelve stones of the ephod 
(preserved in Latin only), that Ezra brought the Pentateuch, 
which was formerly written ^ forma Hebraei deession, quod 
interpretatur " insculptum ** .' The root J^n, in Syriac and Ara- 
maic, means to fix in^ and hence might not unnaturally be 
used in the sense of engrave; and the old Ibri writing was 
known to the Palestinian doctors of the third century by 
coins alone, since they had little communication with the 
Samaritans, and after all the Samaritan characters had 
already assumed calligraphic forms, introduced by scribes. 
It is most likely that the Babylonian rabbi knew the old 
Ibri characters from inscriptions on bricks, and therefore 
called it Libonai, which means on bricks We have seen 
from the Talmud that the square characters are called 
'Assyrian' because the Jews brought them &om Assyria. 
The name of Assyria was employed for a long time after the 

^ See Herzfeld, op, eit. (note 4 on p. i), p. 77. 

' See above, p. 9. ' Op. cit, (note 3 on p. 3), p. 335. 

* See Beitrdge zur hebrdisehen Grammatik im Talmxtd vnd Midratch, yon 
Dr. A. Berliner (Berlin, 1879), p. 8. 

' We do not belieye that the Babjrlonian Hisdai knew mneli about the 
locality nssV (Judges zzi. 19), from wbich Dr. Hoffmann seeks to explain 
Libnai, op, eit (note 3 on p. 3), p. 338. 
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fall of the Assyrian empire, in order to denote Mesopotamia. 
Even the King of Persia is called^ King of Assur. In Greek 
writers 2 Assyria is often employed for Aramaic countries, 
which were later called Syria. In fact the name of Syria is 
derived from the name Assyria. Even the system of vowel- 
points employed in the eighth century A. D. in some Eastern 
schools, which are placed above the letters, is termed the 
Assyrian punctuation, whilst the system used by the Western 
school is called the Palestinian punctuation, or that of Tiberias. 
Those rabbis who did not like the idea of the introduction of 
foreign characters into the Bible, explained the traditional 
phrase * Assyrian writing* by the word "iB^ * straight.' Epi- 
phanius, in the above-mentioned passage ^ says of the n^w 
writing, 'haec igitur forma, quam nunc tenent Judaei, vocatur 
Somahirenus.^ There is clearly here a corruption of the text, 
which can be cleared up only by an examination of the MSS. 
We must now refer to two other statements in the Talmud, 
which have reference to the new species of writing intro- 
duced by Ezra. B. Levi (a Palestinian rabbi of the third 
century) says*, in reference to the tables of the Law, that * if 
they were written in old Ibri characters, the V must have 
stood there by a miracle, and if they were written in Assy- 
rian, the D must have stood there by a miracle.' This has to be 
explained in the following way. The Biblical passage, where it 
is said that ^ the tables were written on both their sides, on the 
one side and on the other were they written' (Exodus xxxii. J 5), 
is interpreted to mean that the letters when engi'aved were cut 
through the whole thickness of the stone. Consequently the 
y, which forms on the Maccabean coins a circle or triangle, 
and the D, which has a circular form in later Aramaic, and 
in the Hebrew square writing, when cut through the whole 
thickness of the monument, must have stood iti their place by 

^ Esra tI. 22. 

* See for the paasages Herzfeld, op. cit. (note 4 on p. i), p. 90. The Syrutn 
Tatian is cftlled an Assyrian. ' See above, p. 1 1. 

* Jer, Tdl fHud, Megillah, i. 9 n«yTD p5 minn nan'3 ^^ib '«i jho nb i"« 
D*ca n«rtD 1TDD minn nan: m«« '«t jkd .d*D3* 



Square Characters in Biblical MSS. 13 

a miracle. B. Hisda makes a similar statement^, sayings 
that if the tables were written in 'Assyrian* writing, the 
final and the D stood there by a miracle. From the last 
statement we must conclude that the final form of the D, or 
perhaps of all the five letters 2, t^, \ E), and Y, was established 
in the third century A. d. We shall, however, find two of 
these final letters on a monument of the first century b. c.^ 

The tradition is thus pretty general that a new form of 
writing was introduced after the exile for copying scriptare, 
and the early tradition attributed it to Ezra. Now there 
is no reason why we should not agree with this tradition 
of the rabbis and the early Christian fathers. There is in 
fact nothing else possible, but to admit that the Pentateuch, 
(for this book was the first to be multiplied by copies,) was 
simultaneously written in the old Ibri and in the Aramaic 
characters, before either of them was declared sacred. The 
one once being declared sacred, the other would not have been 
accepted by the schools without prolonged discussion ; and there 
is no trace of such discussions in the early or later schoola 
To say that the old Ihri characters developed gradually into 
the Aramaic ^ a process which would have required scores 
of years, if not centuries, implies an ignorance of the cha- 
racter of the Jews after their return from exile. They would 
not have exchanged the one form of writing for the other 
when its sanctity had once impressed itself on the mind 
of the nation through its use in transcribing scripture. A 
clear proof of human obstinacy in adhering to a particular 
form of characters when once declared sacred, is that the 
Samaritans, who must surely have been in contact with 
Aramaic writing, still kept to the old characters which long 
use had made them consider sacred, after the modified Aramaic 
characters were already in general use, not only amongst the 
Jews, but amongst the populations of Egjrpt, Syria, and the 

^ Bah, 2Wn»tM{, Shablmth, fol. 104* Dai mmbnv ^oBi 00 midh r\ *)»» 
'Seep. 17. ' A. Geij^, op. cif. (note a on p. 3), p. 43. 
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Mediterranean coast. It is therefore veiy probable that the 
two forms of script were employed simultaneoasly in the 
Pentateuch until the Maccabean wars, when nearly all the 
copies of it were probably destroyed, and scripture could only 
be restored by means of copies from Mesopotamia and Baby- 
lonia which were written in the Aramaic characters, used 
at the time in these countries and also in Egypt. These 
characters already closely resemble the so-called square letters, 
though in a still undeveloped state, as can be seen from the 
Egyptian papyri of the third and second century, several 
of which bear marks of Hebrew^. The Jews of the better 
class were now g^erally acquainted with the Aramaic mode 
of writings and there was consequently no difficulty in intro- 
ducing it into the synagogues and schools. The Samaritans, 
however, retained their old writing which had become hdy 
by long use, and have not admitted a change of characters 
down to our own days. 

As for the other biblical books, we believe that they were 
written in Aramaic characters solely from the banning, 
since no early use was made of them in the service of the 
Temple, and they were not the object of exegesis in the 
schools of the priests. Most likely the Psalms were recited 
in the Temple, and the lessons from the Prophets were de- 
livered from memory by professional men. This seems to 
us to be the reason why the Samaritans accepted no book of 
Holy Scripture except the Pentateuch, which alone was written 
both in old Ihri and in Aramaic characters. This fact, how- 
ever, would not exclude the possibility that parts of the 
earlier Prophets, of the Psalms and of other records, may 
have been preserved in the old Ibri characters in private 
hands. It is also possible that many apocryphal books were 
not received into the Canon because they were written in 
old Ibri letters; what other reason^ could there have been 

^ Corfin» Inter. Sem,, pArt ii. pp. 137 and 148 aqq., and our table. See also 
Ndldeke in the Encyclopaedia JBritannieaf 9th ed., vol. zxi. p. 647. 

' The reason given, that it was rejected because it bore the name of the 
author, does not seem plausible. 
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for rejecting the book of Sirach, for instance, which is of 
as early a date as 2CO b. c, and contains nothing but ethical 
aphorisms, which are not at variance with any Biblical 
record ? An early Greek translation of it was made by the 
grandson of the author in Egypt, because the Egyptian Jews 
not only knew imperfectly the Hebrew tongue, but perhaps also 
because they could not read the old Ibri character. Thus, instead 
of transcribing it into Aramaic characters^ it was thought pre- 
ferable to make a Greek translation of it for more general use. 
We are inclined to believe that the Septuagint version was 
made from a copy or copies of the Pentateuch, written in 
Aramaic characters as &r developed in the direction of the 
square forms as in the Egyptian papyri of 3C0 to 100 B. c, 
or in the Hebrew inscription of Gezer about aoo b. c.^ Vfe 
shall not insist upon the frequent confusion between taw and 
yod, the forms of both being nearly the same, as may be seen 
firom the name of rnri^, written on the margins of the Greek 
translation nini ^. Indeed, although it is evident from the 
passage in Matthew ^ that the yod was the smallest letter in 
the time of Christ, and although it is in this form that we 
find it on the Aramaic papyri of Egypt, 100 B.C., as well as 
in the epitaph of the &mily Hezir, in Jerusalem, about the 
same date, and constantly in the Palmyrene inscriptions of 
9 b. c.^, it is nevertheless almost identical with the vaw on 
the inscription of the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em in Galilee, 
of the second century a. d. And from the rule, which we find 
in the Talmud as late as the fifth centuiy a.d., that the 
professional scribes of the Pentateuch scrolls must take care 
not to write yod like ratr, it is plain that these two letters 
were still liable to be confused at a very late date ^ 

^ See our table of alphabets. 

* Jevome aays erroneociBly that it wm written in archaic characten. 8ee 
GeseniiM, op. eiL (note 3 on p. i), p. 176. 

' Mat. ▼. 18. * See for all these InscriptionB the table of alphabets. 

' Prof. Graetx, op. cU. (note a on p. i), p. 407, condades that the Groepel of 
St. Matthew must be later than the Kefr Ber*em inscription^ which is scarcely 
admissible. 
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We shall pass over the confusion of letters occurring in 
proper names in the Hebrew text and in the Septoagint. 
But when we find, in Gen. xlix. 22, what follows according 
to the A. Y. in agreement with the Hebrew text : * Joseph is a 
fruitful bough (Heb. son), even a fruitful bough (son) by a 
well ; whose branches (Heb. daughters) run over the wall ; ' 
translated in the LXX : Tl6? r\v^iUvos 'Icooi?^, vlhs rjv$riii4vo^ 
IJLOV ^XcttTos, vlos i^ov v€<iTaTos irpos jxe dvi<rTp€\lfov, we have 
to suppose the following text for the latter part of the verse 
(we have not been able to hit upon one for fiov Cn^^f'os): 
2\^ "hv ^yvn ^33 instead of ^W 'bv (read nx«) nnj« nwi 
Now the confusion between n and T) and between 2 and n can 
only be explained by the help of advanced Aramaic^ as in the 
papyri. In verse 14 where the A. Y. renders by ' Issachar is 
a strong ass/ the LXX translate ^l<r<rix<^> to koKov l'n^&6nr\a'€v^ 
which would represent in Hebrew D^a ion "i3B15^, and if so, 
as the confusion between D and D is only possible in the same 
advanced Aramaic characters, it points to the same conclusion. 
An investigation into the various forms of characters in 
which scripture lay before the Greek translators by the re- 
construction of the text according to their translation would 
certainly clear up many doubts. But any one who would 
undertake this laborious task must bear in mind, that the 
Greek translators, like the Targumists, sometimes followed 
the interpretation current in the schools of the time, so that 
a difierent translation does not always imply a different text, 
more especially in prophetical passages. 

Of course we must not suppose that the earliest copies 
with square characters were specimens of calligraphic art, 
such as are to be found in our present MSS. We have only 
to look at the following scanty inscriptions which exist 
written in Hebrew square characters; they are (i) that of 
Araq-el-Emir ^ consisting of five letters, which according to a 
photograph read H'^S'iy or nuiy, and which we believe is of 

* Chwolson, op, cit, (note 7 on p. a), p. 55, reproduced more ezaotlj finom 
a photograph in Dr. Driyer's Notei an Samuel, p. zxiL 
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a much later date than 350 b. c. as originally supposed. The 
yod has still the ancient form as in the stele of Saqqarah. 
(a) That of Gezer\ probably of the second century B.C., 
in which we read nuDrm * limit of Gezer/ i. e. a Sabbath day's 
journey ■. (3) On the porta triplex at Jerusalem ®, containing 
most probably the following words : ^^m^ ^1 DDI^ 11 3^3 ' Caleb 
son of Joseph son of Johanan/ of doubtful date, but certainly 
not earlier than the first century B. c. (4) The epitaph of the 
&mily of Hezir ^, discovered at the entrance to the so-called 
tomb of St. James, containing the following words : *^3p[n] nt 

BD . . ♦ • 3 • . . . p BDV '•33 pnt* pyoc^ nTiiT -irjn^ n^^n ^vh^ 3[3]B^m 

-inn "jaD n"»3n ^33 iryi^W * this tomb and resting-place is of Eleazar, 
Hanayah, Yoezer, Judah, Simeon, Jobanan son of Joseph 
son .... sph and Eleazar sons of Hanayah of the sons of 
Hezir.' The date is supposed to be between the first century 
B. c, and the first half of the first century a. d., probably about 
the first year of the Christian era. Here we find the final 
forms of the nun and fe. (5) The inscription of a royal sar- 
cophagus '^ found in the tombs of the kings, having a Syriac 
inscription with the following words: t<n3^D pv, Z^n^ the 
queen, and a Hebrew one Wi:ho n^, Zdh^ the queen ; the date 
assigned to it is the first century a. n. It is perhaps the 
sarcophagus of the queen of Adiabene. (6) An inscription dis- 
covered near Jerusalem ®, on a road leading to the so-called 
tomb of the Judges or the Prophets, probably of the first 
century a. d., in which we read the words [rmjon {>«? nrn aaWDH 
* this resting-place of Has[diyah].' 

It is useless to proceed to later texts and to mention the 
inscriptions of the catacombs of Rome, the inscriptions of 
the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em in Galilee, the epitaphs of 
Venosa, and the Babylonian vases, which are all in Hebrew 
characters more or less cursive. But we must not omit to 

^ Chwolson, ibidem^ p. 58. ' Acts i. 12. 

' Chwolson, iindemt p. 6a, 

' Ihidem, p. 64, or Dr. Driyer*B Notes on Samuel, p. zxiii. 
* Ibidem^ p. 72. * Ibidem, p. 74, 

VOL. III. 
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state that the dates of the epitaphs found in the Crimea^ 
the earliest of which is dated 6 a. d., are all forgeries, and 
that none of them is earlier than 1250 ^ ; we shall see subse- 
quently that this is the case as regards the dates of some 
Pentateuch scrolls, one of which bears the date of 489 a. b. 

We have seen that the undeveloped forms of the 'square ' 
letters are to be found in the papyri of 400 b. c, and more 
distinctly on the stele of Saqqarah 482^ B. 0. In the lately 
discovered Aramaic inscriptions of Teima, which are at the 
latest of the fourth century B. c, the square form of the %\ is 
already met with'. Thus the new Aramaic writing may 
safely be attributed to Ezra or his inmiediate successors, and 
be considered as having been simultaneously used along with 
the old Ibri letters, passing out of use after the triumph of 
the Maccabees — except among the Samaritans — for Biblical 
texts. It was at that time when the MSS. of the Pentateuch 
became rare that new copies exclusively in Aramaic characters 
were introduced among the Jews. 

We have a vague statement in the Talmud which refers 
generally to that epoch. It is said ^ that three books (Penta- 
teuchs) were found in the Temple (Azarah), by the majority 
of which variations of reading were settled. We learn from 
this how the men who fixed the text of scripture must have 
gone to work. And the &ct that the introduction of the 
new writing is not mentioned, indicates that it must have 
been almost universal at the time. The MSS. referred to 
in the passage were destroyed (or had long since perished), 
and their places were taken by new ones. No doubt^ the 
same was the case with all MSS. of later date, the new ones 
causing the older ones to disappear. The result of printing 
the Talmud is a striking illustration of this. There is now 
only one complete MS. of it at Munich, and this of com- 

^ See Dr. Harkavy'B essay, AltjUdUehe Denhmdler au8 der Krim, in the 
Miimoire» de VAcadMnie Impiriale des Sciences de St Pitenbour^, yii* i^e^ 
t. zziy, No. I (1876), p. 168 Bqq. 

' Corp, In&cr, Sem,, part ii. t. i. p. 107 aqq. 

* Palett. Talmud, Ta anith, iv. a. 
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parativelj late date. Yet it is certain that at least each 
school belonging to various congregations had a copy of the 
Talmud, while there were also many in private hands. 

After the destruction of the second Temple in the time of 
the Mishnah, there were many copies of the Old Testament 
in existence; we find, for instance, the mention of glosses in 
a copy made by B. Meir^, a great doctor and a professional 
scribe. Curiously enough some of these glosses or various 
readings have been lately discovered in a Midrash, compiled 
before 1280 a. d.^, where it is said that they were taken from 
a scroll carried away by the Romans after the capture of 
Jerusalem ^. This is the earliest MS. known of the Law or the 
Pentateuch, though lost like many others, but out of which 
not lees than thirty-two inuiations from our Massowtic text 
are preserved. Josephus, in his description of the triumph 
which Vespasian held at Borne afler his capture of Jerusalem, 
says amongst other things^ : ' But for those that were taken 
in the Temple of Jerusalem, they made the greatest figure of 
them all : that is the golden table, of the weight of many 
talents ; the candlestick also, that was made of gold, . . . and 
last of all the spoils was carried the law of the Jews.' Towards 
the end of the same chapter he says, that whilst Vespasian 
laid up in the Temple of Peace, as ensigns of his glory, those 
golden vessels and instruments that were taken firom the 
Jewish Temple, he gave orders that they should deposit 
their law, and the purple veils of the holy place, in the royal 
palace itself, and keep them there. What was the reason 
that the great conqueror took such care to cany with him a 
copy of the Law, and assign to it such an honourable place, 

^ See the Rey. Isidore Harris's essay, The Rite and the Development of the 
Maetorah, in the Jetneh Quarterly Beview, yol. i. p. 134. 

' The Midrash is quoted Tery often by Raymnndns Martini in his Pttgio 
fldei, composed in 1278. See The Esepoeitor, 1888 (yoL 7), p. 100 sqq. 

' See the essay of Herr A. Epstein, Bin von Titue naeh Rom gehraehter 
Pentateuoh-Codex und seine Vctrianten, in the Monattschrift fOr Geeckiehfe 
und Wteeenschqft dee Judenthume, 1885, p. 338 sqq. Also 1886, p. 274 sqq. 

* JFan, VII. V. 7. 
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whilst Titus, as Josephns mentions^, presented him with 
many other codices captured by him, and whilst on the other 
hand, as the Talmud relates^ in a legend^ they were destroyed 
and pro&ned by him and his soldiers ? No doubt it must 
have been a precious copy of the Law to which the Temple 
authorities attached special value, and this copy reached Rome 
about 70 A. D. Of course this precious scroll was destroyed 
with many other treasures of the city of the world together 
with the vessels of the Jerusalem Temple. This precious MS., 
however, did not always remain in the imperial palace, for it 
was handed over to a synagogue after i%o a. d. In a Mid- 
rash ^ attributed to Babbi Moses, the preacher, at Narbonne, 
thirty-two variants are mentioned in the Pentateuch, found 
in the copy of the Law which was taken from Jerusalem to 
/ Eome and preserved in the synagogue of Asverus. (The 
iy Aramaic wording of this sentence may claim to be authentic.) 
"^ Before mentioning a few of the most important variations, 
the synagogue of Asverus has to be identified. This has 



jx ^ y '^ been done ingeniously by H^r A. Epstein^ in a German 



y' essay of which we shaU reproduce the substance. Asverus 

^'/ according to Oriental speUing ^presents the name of Severus. 

y ^ ' Now there might have be^i a synagogue at Rome built by a 

^^ proselyte named Severus, although this is improbable, since 

the proselytes received usually Hebrew names. Besides, by 

^t^^ what influence could a private person obtain a treasure laid 

^j^'' ' "^ up in the imperial palace ? But let us see if we cannot find 

., ^^^ traces of an emperor Severus who was friendly to the Jews as 

Julian was. The Palestinian Talmud^ relates that Antoninus 
obtained information at the school of Babbi (the editor of the 
Mishnah) about the buUding of an altar and about preparing 
incense, a fact from which we may conclude that this emperor 
intended to build for the Jews of Bome a place of worship 
similar to that of Jerusalem. This Antoninus has been iden- 



* Tito, 75. « Bab, Talmud, Gittin, fol. 66»». 

' See above, p. 19, note 2. * See above, p. 19, note 3. 

' Megillah, i. 11. 
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tified with veiy g^od reason by the eminent historian of the 
Jews, Prof. Graetz^, with Antoninus Alexander Severas. On 
the other hand we may infer &om Lampridius^ that Severas 
was considered a friend of the Jews. Lampridius relates that 
Severas was called at a pnblic feast by men of Alexandria and 
Antiochia 'Archisynagogas and high-priest.' This is perhaps 
a direct allusion to the synagogae bailt by him with a kind 
of altar in it. To this synagogue the emperor probably trans* 
ferred the precious scroll, out of which the compiler of the 
Midrash reports thirty-two variations, which are now pub- 
lished according to two MSS.^ We shall only mention a few 
striking ones ; some of them are corrupt in the MSS. and 
not intelligible as yet. In Genesis xviii. 21, 22 we read, 'And 
the Lord said, Because the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is 
great^ and because their sin is very grievous, I will go down 
now, and see whether they have done altogether according to 
the cry of it, which is come unto me.' The Asverus MS. 
reads DHpyvsn * their cry,' which is parallel to * their sin ' in 
the previous verse. Indeed the Septuagint translates Kpoxrfqv 
avT&v and so also the Aramaic translations, nnn^^Spsn. In 
Gen. xxiv. 7 * The Lord God of heaven, which took me from 
my &ther s house, and from the land of my kindred,' lit. from 
the land of my birth. The A. V. by translating * of my kin- 
dred' avoided the difficulty, that Abraham was bom at Ur 
Kasdim, whilst his fisunily settled at Haran. The Asverus 
scroll has ' from my &ther's house and from my land ' (imMDl). 
Gen. xlviii. 7 *And I buried her (Bachel) in the way of 
Ephrath, the same is Bethlehem.' This is in the first instance 
a geographical difficulty. Besides, according to i Samuel 
X. 2, and Jeremiah xxxi. 15, Bachel's grave was in the land of 
Benjamin, and not in Judah. The Asverus scroU has only 
* And I buried her on the way.' B. Meir also says distinctly, 
according to the Siphi^, that Bachel died in the territory of 

^ Manatuchrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1852, p. 430 Bqq. 
' Ad AUxandrum Severwn, Gap. a8. 

' See MonaUschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1887, p. 508, where we find 
the reading of Di*)^Di instead of DiinDMi. 
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Benjamin^. This scroll omits the two names of the towns 
Adma and Zeboim after Sodom and Oomorrah in Dent. xxix« 
%% (23). Indeed the four cities are nowhere else mentioned 
together. Some of the variations to be found in the Asrems 
scroll are also quoted in the Midrash' from a MS. written by 
R. Meir. That the variations in this MS. are not an invention 
of the Talmudists may be seen from Jerome, who says in his 
commentary on Isaiah xxi. 11 : *The burden of Dumah, that 
some Jews read Humah for DumaA, which means to say that 
they apply this prophecy to Home. And the Talmud states that 
in the MS, of B. Meir, Bumah stood in the place of Dumah K* 
One bat is clear from the Asvems MS., viz. that although the 
text of the Pentateuch was in constant use in the synagogues 
from an early time and therefore better fixed than that of the 
other Biblical books, still there were not less than thirty-two 
variations from the Massoretic text, a &ct which ought to be 
taken into consideration by the adversaries of Biblical cri- 
ticism. 

It cannot be doubted that the Jews, when dispersed over 
the world, were provided with copies of the Pentateuch, from 
the Babylonian and the Palestinian schools, besides the lessons 
of the Prophets, or the Raftarothy the Psalms, the five 
* Megilloth,' and the book of Job, which were all used in the 
qmagogues on the sabbath, festivals, and fiuart day& Not a 
leaf of these copies is known at present to exist. We may 
ask where are the copies without vowel-points, which were 
certainly not introduced before the sixth century at the 
earliest? Did they all perish in the frequent persecutions 
of the Jews, or were they destroyed when the vowel-points 
were introduced, or do fragments of them still exist in some 
old synagogue, hidden away in remote comers? We hope 
that the last suggestion may prove to be the correct one, 
and that after thorough searching in the East, some of these 

^ See Heir Epstein's dlsoossioii on thU point in the Jfono/Mo^rf/I, tio, (note 3 
on p. 19), 1S87, p. 345. 
> B'rsOitA lUMA, cUps. ix, zx. * FoKa^, Talmud, IVanith, L i. 
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fragments may be brought to light, as was the case with 
the MS. of A.D. 916, now at St. Petersburg. Many MSS., 
now lost, are indeed mentioned in the Massorah as well as 
in early commentators and in Hebrew chroniclea In the 
first instance, we may mention the &mous codex Hilleli, 
attributed by some to Hillel the elder — which it is unneces- 
sary to prove cannot be the case. Abraham Zakkuth (in his 
chronicle, composed about 1500) states that on the 28th of 
Ab, of the year 4957 a. m. = 14th of August, 1 1 97 a. d., there was 
a great persecution at Leon, in Spain. At that time the 
&mous and very correct codex, which was written 600 years 
before that time, viz. about 600 a. b., by HilleP, and there- 
fore called Hilleli, was carried away from Leon, and was 
used for the collation and correction of existing MSS. ' I saw 
of it', says Zakkuth, 'the parts containing the Prophets, 
written in large and carefully executed characters, at Bugia, 
in Afiica^ whither it was brought by the exiles from Portugal.' 
According to David Qamhi's statement in his grammar, the 
Pentateuch of this fiunous MS. was some time at Toledo. 
A newly acquired MS. in the Bodleian Library^, written at 
CSttiro, 1564, reads more correctly, 'written by Hillel son of 
Moses son of Hillel,' and thus the name of Hilleli is justi- 
fied ^ We know a scribe named Moses ben Hillel, who 

^ So in ed. princept (3 E, i^) and other editions aooording to it. Ed. IW« 
powiki (according to the MS. of Oxford, No. aaoa of our catalogue) has (fol. aao*) 
Moses ben Hillel (see the artide of Prof. H. L. Strack, in the ZeiUohrifi f9,T 
Lmtkeriscke Thwlogie, 1875, p. 599). 

* We read in the MS. Hebr. d. 16, of the Bodleian Library, the following : n3oa 
iMa«D'3bo»3wop«»bmDboabna lown'niH m»b t\t Dva [1.13*] iS^rtft 
10D jab mip dina vnw d^dd nin d«o i«'sin tM-t nn« nsaoa Dn»by 

D'H'aa mmpo »3«n *n'«T *3«i onDon bi o'n*ao onm mpmo i»n« 
bnaiTDniD wnao iH>3nw n"«p»mDi nibna m*niK na^nao o»3Tin«i d»31w«") 
'nopni '»3n33w n3« ni«o 'to nny w*w on d«i npnoKi nH»am [ ] 
♦b»b»nn }o «oinn o 'dim natn jrob pnpin h:» nan« omp pnpin pbna 

' Consequently our suggestion {JewUh Chromele, 1886, fd. ia% aa January, 
where a part of this paper is printed), that the Hilleli may haye been written 
at HiUah, near Bagdad, and therefore called Hillaliy must be abandoned. 
• See Gxasts, Gtecft. der Juden, t. tI. p. ais, wheie we read 9 Ab iiwfeead of s8. 
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copied a MS. of the HagiogiaphA, now in St. Petersburg, 
in the year 994 a.d.^ Whether our Hillel is the son of 
this Moses, or an ancestor, is difficult to decide, for the date 
which Zakkuth gives cannot be exact. The Hilleli codex is 
at present lost, but lists of the variations in it are to be found 
in a number of MSS., some of which have been published in 
Dr. Ginsbuig's edition of the Massorah. Variations from a 
great number of standard codices are also mentioned. There 
are the Eastern and Western codices, the variations of the 
schools of Sur& and Nehardea in Babylonia, the Zanbuqi (pro- 
bably of the locality Zanbuk, on the Tigris), the codex of 
Bagdad (called also &kar^ (Eastern), and Babli, and probably 
identical with the Eastern codex mentioned above), the codices 
of Erfurt, of Jerusalem, of Jericho (Lunel), of Lombart (Lom- 
bardy), of Sinai (Rothenbuig ?), of Tiberias, of Wurzbuig, the 
revised codices (p^no, HMO, or ponp W^d), codices of Ezra ^ of 
B* Gershom (of Metz), B. Jacob (of Bamerupt?), the Great 
Mahzord^ and many obhers^ the titles of which are doubtftd ^. 
The most numerous and widely-copied variations (chiefly 
bearing on vowel-points) are from the two Massoretes called 
Aaron ben-Asher and Mosheh ben-Naphtali. The codex of 
the latter is lost, unless the colophon of a Petersburg MS. is 
genuine, which states the following : ' I, Moses the scribe, son 
of B. David son of B. Naphtali, have carefully arranged accord- 
ing to ... in the year 1 234 as we count at Aleppo (i. e. the 
era of the Seleucidae), or 853 years after the destruction of the 
second Temple, or 468 jn a. m. (which gives the year 922 a.d.)*.* 
The codex of Aaron (Abu Said) ben-Asher was believed to be 
at the great synagogue at Aleppo, but it has been proved by 
Dr. Wickes*, with whom others agree®, that this cannot be 

^ Strack, I, c. (note i on p. 33). 

' See Bevue dee Atude* juives, t. xiz. p. 242, note a. 

' See Dr. Gineburg's edition of the MaBsorah, i. fol. 604 Bqq. 

* Stnck, op. eit, (note i on p. 23), p. 617. 

' Seoil Treatise on the Accentu4U%on of the Twenty-one 8a^aUedPro«eSook$ 
of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1887, p. yii sqq. 

' See Jtevue dee Jitvdee Juivesj t. xv. p. 316. 



Earliest MSS. of the Old Testament. 25 

the case ; in £EM;t, according to the facsimile of a page which 
is given in his excellent book, the MS. seems to be of the 
eleventh century, if not of a later date. The MS. of the 
Prophets belonging to the Karaitic. synagogue at Cairo was 
written^, according to the colophon (at the end of the Minor 
Prophets) which we shall reproduce later on, by Moses ben- 
Asher in the year 827 of the destruction of the second Temple 
= 895 A. D. This MS. would consequently contain the oldest 
text of the Hebrew Bible known at present. But from the 
mode of accentuation in this MS., Drs. S. Baer and Wickes both 
concluded that it could not have been pointed by a Massorete 
of the Ben-Asher school, the accentuation being against the 
rules laid down by Ben-Asher. In iacsimile No. i, which we 
have obtained, together with No. 2^ through the kindness of 
Dr. Lansing, of Cairo*, containing i Samuel iv. 15 to v. 8, 
the lighter metheg is omitted in the words ^^M1 (iv. 16, col. i, 
line 5), pnw (iv. 17, col. i, 1. la), jpt ^3 (v. 18, coL i, 1. 18), and 
in other places, which would not be the case in a Ben-Asher 
codex. Sometimes the metheg is in the wrong place, for 
instance, in nn»9 ^3 (v. 6, col. 3, 1. 16) and ne^j to (v. 7, col. 
3, 1. 20), not in conformity with the rules of Ben-Asher. The 
colophon of facsimile No. % must either have been copied from 
another codex, as is the case with the Aleppo MS.^, or it is a 
forgery altogether ; indeed the style of it would justify our 
taking it as such. Both MSS. seem to be written, if not by 
the same scribe, at all events by the same school of copyists. 
This codex is, to judge £rom the facsimiles, of the eleventh and 
perhaps even of the beginning of the twelfth century. Dr. 
Harkavy, who had the opportunity of examining this MS. three 
years ago, when on a literary tour in the East, informs us that 
he is of the same opinion concerning the date of this MS. 



' Aooording to Miss M. Wall between 4to and folio, as the MS. u as near 
•qnare as possible, measaring 20 x i8 inches, 3 ools. of 33 lines each. 

' Miss Wall, of Sonthport, has favoured ns with four other photographs of 
this MS., but they are unfortunately not in a state to be used for our purpose. 

' See above, p. 34. 
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The colophon reads as follows^ : 

Col. I. nwTtDn m ^nana nev p nro ^jm 

"hi) naitDH si!?fc< T3 ^B ijy jnpoijr 
nnao rrrpo nnra ao\i nia 

noD "OT nrra jci? njoK nj^JM pn^n 
TO i^y noRD la^Din xin xsb inor 

DHD^ Dnao nyanfc^i xr^m 

nun BTi^M ija«r nDyoa DrouMO 

pyn ^n^ ntM<D ^Bva pino Tna 

wai^ M^ w^y n^tCB^ un^^ ^iei^D 

pM W'^ ba^ mflDH B^fi^ni 

pa oi^r pa naiai tbd^ mp« ^3a«3 

j^m^ xi'i onrr xin c^m* Ni'r pa D^pnD 

>3^tya mTOa D^oiny ^oinyin Dhyi> 

pw i^toB^ ^a wai 

Col. 2. mmon p mron i^ai 

mn pn«rin p w nrn 

rm xsoQ pmo w nai 

D« xi'N ^1 «DD yn^p ^« 

nai n b^b^ ynn pa^ p 

•Tipn w anaa ia wjw 

w nona ir nnooa in 

ni^^TO «!? ^i> NT i>N nnu 

Dyn mrr W\ nrri^D «in 

> See E\ie% Sappir, I. (Lyok, i866 ; Saphir on the title-page of ii, Mainz, 
^^74)} P* '4^ M^d Monainchr\fl, etc, (note 3 on p. 19), 1871, p.*4. 
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riBW aiM nto* xh <^ 
mj nwo 1T1T1 \^vcnh 

iTjr riw nuB^in inafc< 
jnDB^ tnipn 

The late Babbi Jacob Sappir^ and Dr. S. Baer^ are of 
opinion that the characters with which the MS. is written 
are Sefiumlic or Spanish ; to as it seems to have been written 
in the East, and most likely in Syria. The characters are 
indeed different fix>m those found in the fiM»imiIe of the 
Cambridge MS.^, which is executed in Spanish characters. 

Thus the codex Babylonicus of the later Prophets, dated 
1227 ^^U which is 916 A. D., remains the oldest MS. known 
now. The old codices, viz. the Hilleli (according to Zak- 
kuth's description), the codex Babylonicus^ the Cairo 'and 
Aleppo MSS. are written in large characters, and so are, if 
we are not mistaken by a hurried glance at those at St. 
Petersburg in 1877, the codices of the earliest dates, viz. 
from ^%% to 1051 A.D. 

We have said that the codex Babylonicus of 916 is the 
oldest Hebrew Biblical MS. known at present. In order to 
justify this date, it must in the first place be pointed out that 
the colophon of the &mous Pentateuch scroll at St. Petersburg, 
which gives the date of 489 a. d., is simply a forgery^. But 
there is the MS. No. I2 at the University Library, Cambridge, 
written by Jacob Levi and finished the seventh of the month 

^ Men. Sappir, i. p. I4^ 

' Private oommtmioation, dated July 1890. 

* See facsimiles, Nos. 3 and 4. 

* See the Oaialogaeofthe Hebrew MSS. in the Imperial Library ofSt.Peten- 
borg (in Gennan}, i. li, by A. Harkayy and H. L. Straok, 1875, p. la sqq. 
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of Adar 6i6 a. m., or ao8 of the constructioii of the Temple, 
which makes iSth of February, 856 a.I). ; this date, which 
has not been accepted by any scholar who has discussed the 
subject, was firmly believed by the author of the first part of 
the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the University Library 
at Cambridge, which appeared in 1876, to be genuine^. We 
propose to mention first what has been said by others about 
the date of this MS. before giving our own opinion. Kenni- 
cott in 1753^ after having given a short description of the 
MS., writes as follows: 'This MS. was writ by Jacob Levi, 
and is dated m^^ lYnYn'Pi,' without explaining or translating 
this date. He omitted the second date^ which refers to the 
year of the construction of the Temple. In the variae lectiones, 
Kennicott gives many variations of this MS., which seem to 
amount to 12,000. He was taken to task for this incomplete 
description by an anonymous Abb6^ in 1771, who reproaches 
him rightly for not having given the second date as well, and 
for not explaining both, for, says the Abb^, The date from the 
construction of the Temple could refer to the first, second, or 
third (Herodian) Templa We omit the dates proposed by the 
Abb£, which would not add much to our subject. As to the 
variations given from this MS., the Abb^ divided them into 
various classes. 

I. Variations which represent no language at all; for 
instance : Gen. xxx. 22, the MS. reads DNT^K instead of rvhH 
G^nb^ ; Lev. xxvii. 1 1 rr\rh instead of rwh ; Deut. i. 25 ITi^l 
instead of nnvi ; Joshua [inno instead of inn^o] xvi. 10 ^3y^n 
instead of ^^v^^n, and xxiv. 1 1 ^ntDKrr instead of "monn ; Judges 
ix. I noxi' instead of "^DKi>. 



*■ Catalogs qfihe ffd>rew Manuscripti preserved in the University Library, 
Cambridge, by the late Dr. S. M. SohiUer-Szineesj, vol. L (all that has 1^- 
peared), coDtuning SeotionB I. The Holy Scriptures ; n. Commentariei on the 
Bibloj Cambridge, 1876, No. la (p. la iqq.). 

> The State of the Printed Hebrew Text of the Old Testament considered. 
A dissertation in two parts, Oxford, 1 755, p. 34a. 

' Lettres de M. VAhb6 de , . , ex-professeur en hibreu en Pvniversit6 de . . . 
<tu 8r, Kennicott anglois, Borne, 1771, p. 34 sqq. 
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2. Variations whicli, although representing good Hebrew, 
give no sense in the respective passages where they occur. For 
instance : Exodos xxxii. 26 h^ for V^K ; Lev. iv. 35 nnK in- 
stead of DHK ; Numbers xxi. 7 noin instead of nOK^ ; Deut 
xxi. % Tyn instead of D^yn ; Joshua v. 14 h instead of K^ ; 
Judges ix. 51 ijjn instead of i^jn ; i Sam. xvi 13 D%n^K m"^ 
instead of mn^ mn . 

3. Confusion of 3 and 3, j and ^, *t and n, n and n, and 
D and D. For instance : i Sam. xxv. 16 HDH instead of ntDin ; 
2 Sam. xxi. 18 3133 instead of 333 ; i Kings iii. 6 nrn DV3 in- 
stead of nrn D1^3 ; i Kings xvii. 20 TiWD instead of nnwD j 
Prov. vi. 3 DB"»nn instead of Dannn. The Abb6 adds rightly 
that similar mistakes are to be found in other MSS., written 
by either inexperienced or ignorant copyists, but which no 
one would expect from an early MS. [and still less of such 
an early date as 856]. The Abb£ adds that of these three 
kinds of mistakes he could produce at least 1400 variations. 

4. Original mistakes, which are corrected by a later hand. 
For instance : Gen. xxxviii. 28 nn^13 corrected into Pin*i!?3 ; Ex. 
ii. 16 r\V&^ into nipB^^; Lev. vi. 13 Dnsn into nnDn. Of this 
kind of mistake there are at least 234 instances. 

5. Additional words by the original scribe which yield no 
sense whatever. For instance : Gen. ii 9 [D(S^] pn ^, xxxvii. 
17, noK^i [lyoi B^Kn ^Di^ ii>^i] ; Ex. xviii. 24 nBnD[nD], 

XXV. I rwtD [m.T] ^^ mrr n3n^ ; Num. xi. i mrr» ^artc [^3^jn] jn, 

Deut. ii. 31 irw nto \m\ Witnpi>] irro nK. There are at least 
330 additions of this kind in the MS. 

6. There are more than 300 erasures. For instance : Gen. 
ii. 22 ^T\y where the t is written on an erasure; vi. 21 
xsh\ l!>, between these two words are three or four letters 
erased. 

7. There are more than 630 omissions, among them eleven 
entire verses, omissions which naturally destroy the sense of 
the passages. For instance : Gen. i. 26 vtr\\\ is missing, iii 
15 the words p31 *]snT are absent. 

^ The words in [] Are the additloDAl ones. 
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8. Nearly 450 words or letters are doubtful ; no example 
is given here. 

9. There are nearly 120 repetitions, amongst them three 
verses, viz. Gren. xxxi. \%\ Ex. vi. 17; Isaiah xi. 10. For 
repetitions of words the following instances are given : Gen. 
xiii. % D-uw, xvii 8 pKH ^3 nK inaD, xxviii. 6 {jkim }3 pi> ^m 
iW apjr DK npan ^n« ^trw^. 

10. Transpositions. For instance: Jer. xlvi. to ^i^K^ mn^ ; 
Judges X. 6 fn^ Jin^nf Nli^K nw afc<1D ^ni^K n«1. The Abb^ con- 
sequently laughs at Kennicott for his producing ia,ooo varia- 
tions from this MS. 

Many of these blunders are corrected either on the margin 
or above the corresponding words. 

In the letter to a friend, 1772^, in defence of Kennicott 
and against the Ahhe^ not much is said concerning our MS., 
except that the variation Joshua v. 14 is excellent, which 
is to be compared with the Greek and Syriac versions, and 
' with the context.' We think that the context requires K^. 

In the Dissertatio generalise cod. 89', Kennicott gives 
a fuller description of the MS., discussing the two dates, 
and the state of some of the letters in it ; and comes finally 
to the following result: 'Eadem mecum in sententia est 
CI. Brunnius, scil. codicem hunc non esse antiquiorem seculo 
13.' De Rossi ^ accepts Kennicott's conclusion. The late 
Dr. Zunz ^ has ingeniously explained the concordance of the 
two dates, viz. 616 of the creation and 208 of the construc- 
tion of the Temple, in the following way. The Jewish 
chronology places the construction of the second Temple 
in the year 3408 a.m., and the interval between 4616 a.m. 
and 3408 A. M. makes 1208, which is expressed by the second 

^ Letter to a Friend oecaeioned hy a French Pamphlet lately jpubUehed 
againtt Doctor Kennicott and his CoUation of the Hebrew MS8,, London 
(Oxford), 1772. 

' Ditaertatio generalie in Vetue Teetamentum Eeltraioum, etc., fol. (Oxford, 
1 771, as a preface to the Variae Zeotionee) 78; 8vo. (with Bmn'i notes, 
Branovioi, 1785), p. 374 sqq. 

* Variae Ledionet V. T„ etc, Parma» 1784, p. lxui^ 

* Zwr Cfeechiehte und LUteratwr, i. p. 214. 
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date i^o8 omitting the thousand. He adds that *the date 
of 856 A.D. is however an evident lEdsification, since the MS. 
is much later.' Had Dr. Znnz seen the MS.? We must 
suppose so from his words. We may som up the opinion of 
modem scholars thus. Drs. Steinschneider ^, Wickes^, and 
Qinsburg^ all three (who have the greatest experience in 
Hebrew palaeography) agree in the date of the thirteenth 
century, and the late Professor W. Wright, as editor of the 
Oriental series of the London Palaeographical Society, did not 
produce a specimen page of this MS. as a dated and early 
Hebrew MS., for the reason that he did not believe the dates 
genuine. During all this time we heard that Dr. Schiller- 
Szinessy firmly believed that the text of this MS. was really 
finished in 856, and scholars interested in the palaeography 
of Biblical MSS. were eagerly expecting the issue of the first 
part of the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. at Cambridge, in 
order to see what his aiguments might be. At last the long 
expected work saw the light in 1876, where we read ^ that the 
'bare text' (written by a different hand from that of the 
pointer and accentuator, who is himself again different from 
the writer of the Massorah, to which comes a fourth hand 
for the ornaments, and a fifth and sixth for minor points) is 
in a fine SepAardic handwriting, dated Adar 616 (18 February, 
856). Further on ', Dr. Schiller-Szinessy says that the text 
must have been executed in Palestine, although not in 
Jerusalem, and as to the date of the copy ^a minute and 
careful examination of the MS. shows that the reasons which 
have hitherto been alleged are wholly insufilcient to condemn 
it as a forgery.' For further details the reader is referred 

^ ff^brdieehe Bibltographiey xiz (1879), p. 70. Dr. Steinsobneider thinks 
tliat Jacob Levi's rhymes in the colophon seem to be written by an untrained 
A«hkenam (German Jew), bat that is not the case, as can be seen from the 
photographic reproduction of the two pages, where the characters are distinctly 
of the Hispanico-Portuguese school. 

* See A Treatise on the Accentuation (note 5 on p. 24), p. ix. 
' From personal communication. 

* Catalosfue, etc, (note i on p. a8), p. 12 sqq. 

* Ibidem, p. i4» 
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to Excursus I at the end of the catalogue. This excursus 
was promised as early as 1872 ^, but nothing has been heard of 
it, and perhaps we shall not be &r from the truth when we say 
that nothing could have been heard of it, for the simple 
reason that the author of the catalogue had no proofs of the 
antiquity of the MS« Had he some reasonable ones in store, 
he would not have attempted to refute Dr. Wickes some years 
ago ^ by saying that he has the dullest understanding, that a 
man must be a bom palaeog^pher to judge of the age of 
Hebrew MSS., and finally by referring to a private MS. 
without giving a single &ct concerning it. These are not 
arguments, and if he had no others for his excursus it is 
certainly as well that it has never seen the light. 

We have learnt^ how ignorant and incompetent the copyist 
of this MS. must have been from the Abba's letter, the state- 
ments of which we have duly collated and found exact ; 
besides, Kennicott himself did not contradict them. Is it 
indeed possible that a scribe who wrote long before the great 
Massorete Ben-Asher^, at a time when the greatest care was 
bestowed on copying, should have made such blunders as 
those mentioned above ; and that too in Palestine, the cradle of 
the Western punctuation ? But what is Dr. Schiller-Szinessy's 
argument for his suggestion that the copyist wrote in Pales- 
tine? He gives us a fragment of his Excursus in spe; and 
says that ' it will be seen from the words mn^ nayajr WDJ? papi 
(comp. Josh. xxiv. 2^ etc., and Is. vii. 20), which occur in the 
colophon ^, where Jacob Levi says **the voice of the messenger 
may be heard soon for the gathering of our nation on the 
other side of the river." ' Dr. Schiller-Szinessy thought that 
' the other side of the river ' means Mesopotamia, and supposes 
accordingly that the scribe lived in Palestine, whereas 'the 
other side of the river' in the middle ages means the lost 

^ See his paper on the Piideanz scroll, in the JSuMoOioM of the SoeUty of 
Bihl. Archaeology f 187a, p. 265. 
' The Academy y 5 November, 1887, p. 304. 
' See above, p. 28 sqq. ^ See above, p. 24. 

' See the facflimile, No. 4, line 10, and below, p. 35. 



Earliest MSS. of the Old Testament. 33 

tribes on the other side of the river called ' Sambatyon ^.' 
Indeed, there is no instance in Jewish liturgy or poetry of 
special notice being taken of the Babylonian Jews ; there 
was a prayer for the schools of Babylonia which floorished 
from 300-900, bat not for the Jewish nation in general. 
And what an anachronism there is in Dr. Schiller^Szinessy's 
statement when he says that the MS. is written by a 
Sephardic (Spanish) hand, at a time when the Spanish Jews 
were still in ntter ignorance of the Talmud, and much more 
of the rules of copying Biblical texts. In fact a Sephardic 
writing did not exist in 856, at least as &r as can be judged 
from the absence of all Jewish writing in Spain at that 
time \ How can a Bible be copied with the view of adding 
later the Massorah on the margins, at a time when such a 
thing as a Massorah in a compendious form scarcely existed? 

^ Dr. Stemachneider nys in H, B. (note i on p. 3 1 ) that this expreasion aeems to 
refer to the Jews on the other side of the Sambatyon, if it means anything. 

' It is curious to mention that the Rev. W. H. Lowe, in his book The 
FraffmetU of TcHmud Bahli Pesachim qf the Ninth or Tenth Century in the 
Unitereity Library, Cambridge, Cambridge, 1879, P* ^^* ^^^ ^> "^T" ^® ^"^^^ 
lowing : ' The development of distinct Khools of writing \b, of course, a very 
gradnal process, extending over centuries. We may, however, say that the 
Ashkenasic and Sephardic (Spanish and German) schools in writing had 
begun to become distinguished at least as early as 8co A.D.' We suppose 
that Mr. Lowe's statement is based on oral tradition, since we have not a line 
of Hebrew writing of the eighth century (except perhaps in the Fayyum 
Papyri ; see Dr. Steinschneider's article in iheAegyptieeheZettschriftf-vi^^iSl^), 
p. 96, and JiiittheiUmgen aus der Semtmlung der Papyrue deeEreherzog Bainer, 
i-ti ("V^en, 1886), p. 45), and very little genuine writing of the ninth 
century, and at all events, nothing in Sephardic or Ashkenazic forms. We 
believe that the fragment of which Mr. Lowe gives a photographic page 
was written in a Greek-Bpeaking country ; and firom these forms the Ashkena- 
sic is derived, whilst the Sephardic square characters are derived from those 
which we find in MSS. written in Syria. These Cambridge fragments are at 
the earliest of the eleventh century. Indeed, none of the seven arguments which 
Mr. Lowe gives (pp. xv and xvi) for an older date wiU stand a critical test. 
The script much resembles that of plate xc of the London Palaeographioal 
Society (Oriental part), which is dated 1073. Dr. Schiller-Szinessy gives the 
following Kabbalistical description of it ; * The writing, which is between the 
ruled lines, is a firm French Ashkenazi. Consequentiy, the scribe must either 
have been himself a Jew firom the North (East?) of France, or have been 
trained by one. Judging firam the way it is dated, the volume was most 
probably written in Greece.' Credo quia abeurdum, 
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On the other hand, there is no instance of a MS. waiting 
for centmiea to be completed by the addition of vowel-points 
and accents, and the Massoiah. He who believes that may 
also hear the grass growing. 

Now let us say a word about the date. We find MSS. 
dated by the era of the Seleucidae, by that of the creation, by 
the era of the destruction of the two Temples, by that of the 
building of the/r#^ Temple, by that of the Exodus from Egypt ^, 
but never by the building of the %ec(md Temple, which is 
meant in the colophon of Jacob Levi. And why so ? only in 
order to give more weight by the double ei« to his Msified 
date, and for that he is obliged to omit in both dates the 
thousands, viz. [4]6i6 a. m. and [i]2o8^ of tiie building of 
the Temple. Or did Dr. Schiller-Szinessy think that the 
copyist means the building of the first Temple ? If so, how 
could he make the two dates agree ? Indeed it is astonishing 
that in a catalogue which is worked out so minutely (half 
of its contents being simply a repetition of what has already 
been said concerning the MSS.), that no attempt should be made 
to say a word about the agreement of the two dates, which 
could be done in two lines. We know that MSS. have 
fiEdsified dates in order to make them older, and fetch a higher 
price. Such is the case with the MSS. at the Vatican, Nos. 4, 
5, 6, 9, 29, 31, 38, and Urb, % ; Paris, No. 4, cod. 75 ; Copen- 
hagen, No. 5 ; Eennicott, Nos. 186, 193, 195, 516, and 559 of 
the Dissertatio generalu. Jacob Levi did the same, and ac- 
cordingly uses the strange word ppn, and for the rhyme of his 
colophon he takes the irregular words nnn and rn^*in, and the 
Aramaic words m&V, KBIDn, and mnj. A peculiarity of his is 
also the word ^nonn, * I have concluded,' for which is usually 
found the words ^no^^D or ^nnw, and in Yemen MSS. y»D. 

^ See the MS. of the Bodleian, No. 145 a in the new catalogue ; the usual 
date in earlier MSS. written in the Eaat is the era of the Seleucldae; 
later on with the addition of the era of the creation ; sometimes we find the 
era of the destruction of the Temple, mostly in MSS. written by Greek Jews ; 
in Western countries the era of the creation is predominant. We have chosen 
a MS. which gives all possible dates together. 

' See above, p. 30. 
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neiD instead of ifiion does not speak for the copyist's grammar. 
Dr. Schiller-Szinessy speaks ^ of varions readings in this MS. 
as ^ a sonrce of which, thongh important, but little notice has 
hitherto been taken in collating MSS.' Had he ever seen the 
Abba's letter which could have informed him what these 
variations are ? We suppose he had not, for he does not quote 
it in his catalogue, which he must have done in describing a 
MS., if he had known it, although he was not very fond 
of quoting. We were told at Cambridge that there are 
observations in MS. by' Dr. Schiller-Szinessy relating to this 
MS., but the Librarian hesitated to communicate them to 
us, although they are the property of the Library. The 
emendation of nnon (Zeph. ii 3) into PHDn, not mentioned 
by Kennicott, is not of early origin, as Dr. Schiller-Szinesey 
thought ^ and is after all a poor emendation. 

In order to enable those who are acquainted with the 
palaeography of the Hebrew square characters — although not 
' bom palaeographers ' — ^to form an opinion respecting the age 
of this MS., we give two photographic &csimiles of it, viz. 
Gen. xzi. 19 to xxii. 8 and 2 Chron. xxxvi. 13 to the end, 
with the colophon which reads as follows : — 

neon nr ^nonn 
m« K\r\ a"^ Bnni> 'r 

mfiyi twrs^ npii^ y\ y 

mntD yoe^ nc^ao h p 

mw -nyan woy pop 1 

mxann in no^ 
men tb^J) ^'h n^i i 

miOp IDNl D^3PD io^«r '^ 

* Catalogue, ele., p. 14 (§ 2). * Ibidem. 
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We shall be prepared to retract onr views concerning this 
MS. if one of Dr. Schiller-Szinessy's disciples or some one 
else will bring forward plausible argoments for the antiquity 
of it, Jacob Levi is not known as a copyist of any other 
MS. ; perhaps he is the father of Nethanel the scribe, son 
of Jacob Levi, who copied at Narbonne, Shebat 5049=1^81 
or 1282, Maimonides' Mischnah Torah for Joseph, son of 
Abraham, son of David, a MS. preserved in the Talmud Torah 
school at Amsterdam ^. 

For completeness sake we shall mention fragments of MS. 
scrolls in the possession of private gentiemen at Eertech, in 
Russia, written in peculiar Hebrew characters. They contain 
fragments of Isaiah, the Minor Prophets, Proverbs, Lamenta- 
tions, Esther, and Daniel, without vowel-points and accents. 
Are they genuiae or not? Dr. Harkavy has discussed the 
matter Ailly, but has not come to any definite conclugion. He 
only says that the characters in the MS, seem to be old. 
Facsimiles of some of the fragments are to be found in 
Dr. Harkavy's essay ^, as well as in the Palaeographical Atlas to 
the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
No. 39. 

^ Nethanel nyB in the colophon D^i3^ IHM 3!lp nnM niQi nnM nms, 
which is not asaally foand in colophons. 

* MieiMAfTB* de VAcadimie Imp&iale dee ScUneei de 8t Pitershourg, vii* s^rie, 
t. xxxii, No. 8 (1885). 

[Hill euaj has been In type since the aoth September, 1889, and was 
intended for Stvdia Biblica ii.] 

SUPPLEMBKTABT NOTES. 

To page 3, ncie i. Professor Sayoe kindly informs us tlubt the characters of 
the Panammn inscription (of about 730 B. 0.) are of the Phoenician type, like 
those of the Aramaic dockets on the contract-tablets of Nineveh (see p. 6, 
note 2). They have not yet developed into strictly Aramaio forms, and oon- 
sequently have no bearing upon our aigument. 

To page 1 1, note 5. M. Joseph Hal^vy proposes the reading >Mibi3 instead 
of ^M3ilb, explaining it by the writing of Nablils, i. e. in Samaritan characters. 
Nabhls, however, is expressed in the Talmudic literature by 0^biD^3 (D^biD^sT) 
and i^^isa. See La Qiographie du Talmud^ p. 169, notes i and 2. 



'\ 



• *■ 



■ % 



»■■ 



.> 



■ 



• ■ . 



V^ .1.. . • 









•I ' 



-. ' '• r, 



1 . J 1 



1 "*•- ;( -:• ?. ."I'll '' 'ir< 

:> *i. ^ i. '\. ^ '-f '• r.. \ » >•. ' ;. ^.'. 

«'0' . r' .it. .* i-c » ». ^ '• • J ^ -- 

^ 'e -' «'- *' '*.•.-* " Mo M^ '* ^ » !•» 1. ,,i.i 



1 1 



.^. 



■"- J -»»•" »..^., a^^* •"!.♦ "." •^- 



-1- ) 



* h ^ •- " ■»»'• ■ >•). ai'i ". ". 



V A K r 



« 1 



.S n ^\ 

."«• "' . i.r 1 . 'll. .!• '.N ••• 

1 



. .- !. e. :i Silt.. I" ..*. • *' j>rn. •. ' 



<•:«.. 



trrm-rxivfcm 








•HrVDjiKHitJwl 



i'Vfi^tv.'ai/'i 



tw^' I' 
"("IS'' ■ '^ 




I. Cairo MS. i Sam. iv. 15— 



> « « 



1 



■■P"^ 


■!■ 




T^ 










-"»*-vj'"r»p 












■■J- •!!■ ■"i,-o;'j^^,-':;-y^ 


f K^3n«i„»^j, . 




■ji- wi" vj:c -"kv -jtj- -ji^o 






^i,.„,,;-..,^L...,a,_j„ 


ym«-<'JtifBa.' 




ISK ^«TB-"-:^'<-rUr-'VKto 


. ™wS3j; 







•r»jf*i*w*i«((^ 







II. Cairo MS. Colophon. 



■lasv 



v^nmHii 



^ 



f 








|-MHHf^ 



THE AKGUMENT OF ROMANS IX-XI'. 

[C. GOEE.] 

It would be impossible to deny tliat these chapters contain 
' Bome things hard to be nndeistood, which the ignorant and 
nnsted&at,' and not only they, have ' wrested ' to conclnsions 
as disastroos, as they are alien to St. Paul's mind. If an 
exactet interpretation of St. Paul's langoage is to bring out 
sounder results, there are certain general consideratione as 
to his method which must be kept in mind. 

1. St. Paul, unlike St. John, is an argumentative writer. 
His thought is exhibited to ns in process. It is moving 
from point to point. Each particular stage in the argument 
' looks before and after : ' it has its meaning only with 
reference to the whole. To isolate it is to rob it of its true 
force. Thus, St. Paul, less than almost any other author, 
admits of being used as a repertory of detached texts. 

2. HiB method may be called abstract or ideal: that is 
to say, he makes abstraction of the particular aspect of a 
sabject with which he is immediately dealing, and — appa- 
rently indifferent to being misunderstood — treats it in iso- 
Ution ; giving, perhaps, another aspect of the same subject 
in equal abstraction in a different place. He does not guard 
himself or correlate his difierent points of view like a modem 
writer. For instance, writing of ' the law,' he mostly treats 
it ideally, that jb, according to its governing idea or charac- 
teristic iiinction, not as a complex historical &ct. Thus, 
when he comes to state the principle of iaith, as opposed 

* The rabrtaiioe of thii paper wu raad before k Hseting %i the bonw of 
the Bev. the FrofeBKir of Hebrew, on Deo. 6, i8S6. 
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to the principle of the law (Bom. x. 6-8), he finds no 
difficulty in taking his illnstration of fsiith oat of the 
books of the law ^. The books of Moses are, in fact, ekarac- 
terizei by the principle of law, but they contain other ele- 
ments '. And St. Paul deals with them in general simply 
according to their characteristic idea. Once again : he 
deals with the history of the development of sin, as if it 
represented the whole history of fidlen man, in Romans i : 
and then, in Bom. ii. 14-16, he gives us a glimpse of 
another principle which had been at work all the time, viz. 
the rectifying action of the natural conscience. 

3. St. Paul argues mostly * ad hominem,' like Augustine. 
Thus, he is only understood rightly when we keep constantly 
before us a clear idea of the opponent's position which he is 
combating. This is a caution especially necessary in the 
chapters we are now to review. St. Paul in these chapters 
is popularly supposed to be justifying the ways ' of God to 
men, by asserting His absolute rights, as against any power 
on man's part to control his own destiny. 'It is not of 
him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God 
that sheweth mercy.* * Hath not the potter power over the 
clay 7' Such a conception of God^s absolute sovereignty an- 
nihilates human freedom and responsibility, and thus, in fisust, 
St. Paul has constantly been regarded, by those within and 
those without the Church, as really denying these bases of 
moral action. This has resulted, practically, in a misuse of 
St. Paul by those who were prepared to be * Calvinistic,' 
and an equally serious disuse of his teaching by those who 
were not. But in fact this popular supposition as to St. 
Paul's meaning, is an error due to his (ideal) opponent in 
this argument not having been kept steadily enough in view. 
The opponent whom St. Paul has in mind is a Jew, or one 



^ Deut. TTT. 11-14. 

" 'Grace, already ezistiDg in the Jewish theocracy, was the fruitful germ 
depoiited under the sur&oe, which was one day to bunt forth and become 
the peculiar character of the new covenant.' Godet in loe. 
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representing the Jewish ease, who pleads that God had 
pledged Himself to the Jews as such : He had committed 
Himself to them as the chosen people : it was enough for 
them to say, 'We have Abraham to oar fisither;* 'The 
temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord are w&' Thus, 
any view of God's dealings which, like St. Paul's, involved 
the conclusion that a catholic Church and not the Jewish 
race constituted under present circumstances the elect body, 
on a basis of faith and not of the law, stood self-condemned. 
Now such a plea as the Jew is here supposed to urge, carries 
with it the supposition that God had tied His hands in 
choosing Israel. However Israel might behave, God was 
committed to it. As against such a position, — a position 
really destructive of all moral responsibility — St. Paul asserts 
the Divine fireedom. He asserts that God never tied His 
hands by committing Himself to the material limits of a 
race, in such a way as that men could rest indolently on the 
covenant. Thus the whole point of his argument is to 
emphanze the sense of responsibility by making it plain that 
God's election is a challenge to faith, not a substitute for it. 

Two points, then, must be kept in view in considering 
this argument more in detail. 

{a) The 'election' St. Paul is here speaking of is not 
(primarily) the election of individuals to eternal salvation, 
but the election of a race or Church to bear God's Name in 
the world and be His people — the election of a chosen body 
to special conditions of knowledge and responsibility. 

{b) The objector he has in view represents a Jewish plea 
that God had committed Himself to the race of Abraham 
simply and unconditionally. 

Now let us consider the argument, the dialectical force of 
which may be best brought out by expressing it in dialogue 
form. Afterwards we will direct our attention to a few 
special points. 

Chapter YIII has culminated in a psalm of triumph of 
the elect in Christ. At its conelufdon St. Paul's thought 
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reverts to the miserable &ct that his own people, the people 
of the old covenant, are^ speaking generally, outside this elect 
body, rejectors of the Christ. He turns to deplore this 
miserable contrast between the glories of their vocation in the 
old covenant and their present reprobation^. Then there 
presents itself to his mind the objection which could be urged 
on their behalf — which, no doubt, St. Paul had heard urged 
often enough; and this objection we may make more vivid 
by putting it into the mouth of a Jewish interlocutor. 

Jew, But if your conclusion is the right one, the fact is 
God's promise has failed, for He pledged Himself to Israel'. 

8t. Paul, No, not to Israel physically considered : not to all 
the sons of Abraham. There was from the first an element 
of inscrutable selectiveness in God's dealings within the race 
of Abraham. Ishma«l was rejected, Isaac chosen : Esau was 
rejected and Jacob chosen, antecedently to all moral conduct, 
though both were of the same &ther and mother. Such 
selectiveness ought at least to have prevented the Jews from 
resting their claim simply on having 'Abraham to their 
father V 

Jew. But then this arbitrary selectiveness is unfair ^ 

St, Paul, No. God always revealed Himself as retaining 
His liberty of choice, as refusing to tie Himself, as selecting 
the historic examples of His hardening judgment and His 
compassionate good will, so as to baffle all attempts on our 
part to create His vocations by our own efibrts, or anticipate 
the persons whom He will use for His purposes of mercy 
or of judgment*. 

Jew. Then, at any rate, if God's arbitrary selectiveness is 
a fact, He must choose or exclude whom He pleases, but at 
least He cannot complain of us. The choice is not ours *. 

St. Paul. How foolish is this critical, complaining attitude 
towards Godt The first condition of understanding God's 
method is to recognize His sovereignty. Humanity lies under 

^ w. 1-5. » «. 6. » w. 6-13. 

* V. 14. » w. 15-18. • V, 19. 



Romans IX-XL 41 

His hand, as clay under the hand of the potter. His is the 
choice what sort of vessels He needs — one for a higher use^ 
another for a lower ^. Who shall complain if vessels which, 
whatever high nses they were destined for, are in fact only 
fit to be thrown away, are at last, after fullest, patientest 
trial, rejected, and others taken in their place which, though 
hitherto kept in the background, had been fiEbshioned before 
for glorious ends? Your own prophets constantly warned 
you that God's choice would fall on those who were ' not His 
people,' and that the true Israel was to be looked for only in 

* the remnant ^.' 

What is the result, then? That the nation which had 

* righteousness' for its end and aim, failed of its goal, while 
Gentiles, whose national life involved no such quest, have 
succeeded in obtaining what they were not expecting. And 
why? Because the 'righteous nation' intent on external 
conformity to an outward law^ on which they prided them- 
selves, fsdled in £uth — that is, in correspondence to the purpose 
of God. Thus the Christ, who should have been the goal of 
all their efibrt, became only the occasion of their rejec* 
tion ^. 

But this rejection is not final. It still leaves room for 
prayer. Israel has mistaken the method of serving God. They 
took pride in their law, and ofiered to God the righteousness 
of their own choice, while all the time they were quite out of 
touch with God's fuller purposes and blind to the righteous- 
ness which He was asking for. The righteousness of the law 
is conformity, the righteousness which God wants is £uth-^ 
the simple loyalty to the plain message of God manifest in 
the heiurt of man^, which resolves itself now into the open 
profession of the Lordship of Jesus and the cordial belief 
in His Resurrection. This faith, which finds its object in 

1 For the meanizig of ' a vessel to diBhonour/ of. a Tim. li. ao, i Cor. xii. 
23-35. It ifl a vefiflel adapted to mean uses, and is quite distinct irom 'a 
vessel of wrath,' i. e. one which will not serve its end, and is only * fit to be 
destroyed/ 

^ w. ao-29. ' w, 30-33. * Dent. xxx. 11-14. 
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Christ, ifl open to all : the promisee are free to all : the fiu^altj 
of believing belongs to all, Jew and Greek alike, when once 
the blessed message has been conveyed to them. This neces- 
sitates nothing more than an authoritative ambassador for 
Christ — the apostolate to the nations, which is oar glory ^. 

Jew. But Israel should have had their chance — should have 
known their danger '. 

8t. Paul. They did ^ear : they did know it. But they would 
not heed. The result is as the prophet anticipated. The out- 
cast world, the 'sinners of the Gentiles,' have in the faith of 
Christ taken the place of the chosen people ^. 

Jeiv. Well, then, Israel is rejected, and there is an end 
of it*. 

St. Paul. God forbid. There is a remnant, a fidthful Israel, 
as in Elijah's time, larger perhaps than you suppose, still among 
the elect of God's love, by His free gifb ^. If the rest have 
fallen into a blindness which is God's judgment on them, ac- 
cording to the warnings of prophet and the imprecations of 
psalmist, yet this judgment is not final or irreversible. The 
substitution of the Gentiles for the ancient people is meant to 
stimulate them by jealousy to accept God's love *. 

On the one hand, as the present election of the Gentiles is 
meant to minister to the salvation of the Jews, so in itself and 
for them it is no ground of boasting, but an appeal to faith. 
God's vocation can only fulfil itself, in their case as in that of 
the Jews, through f&ith, through moral correspondence. On 
the other hand, the rejection of Israel only waits for their f&ith 
in order to be reversed ''. 

The end to which God works through the vicissitudes of His 
elections and His judgments is that all should be saved. The 
rejection of the Jews ministers to the salvation of the Gentiles, 
and the salvation of the Gentiles to the resuscitation of the 
Jews. God still sees in the ancient people the stamp of an 
imperishable vocation. Their rejection of God, like the old 

* X. 1-15. • See rr. 18, 19. * w. i6-ai. 

* xi. I. • vv. 1-6. • vc. 7-13. ^ vv. 13-24. 



Romans IX-XI. 43 

rejection of Him by the Gentiles in the days of their dis- 
obedience, is only a stage in the process which has for its aim 
that all should find mercy. Let ns come together in a fresh 
access of adoration, as we contemplate together the unsearch- 
able ways of God : let us recognize our utter incapacity to 
suggest or control His counsels. 



This attempt to render St. Paul's argument is not by any 
means of verbal exactness, but it is hoped that it is a sufficient 
clue to the course of the thoughts. It will now be apparent 
that all the way through the argument St. Paul is thinking 
of ' election ' as God's choice of men in bodies to peculiar con- 
ditions of privilege and responsibility. The Jews were, in 
Athanasius' language, ' the sacred school of the knowledge of 
God and of the spiritual life to all nations.' When they con- 
verted the trust committed to them into an occasion for 
boasting and an irresponsible prerogative right to God's favour, 
so that they became an obstacle in God's way, instead of an 
instrument to His hands, they were rejected, and their place 
was taken by the catholic Church, but their rejection was 
only a new stage in the process of God's education, in order to 
reduce them to that state of humility in which again, in com- 
pany with ' their sisters Sodom and Samaria ^ ' they might 
become grateful recipients of the Divine compassion on a basis 
of &ith. The end of St. Paul's argument thus shows unmis- 
takeably what sort of election is in his mind. With this in 
view we shall follow more easily its earlier stages. 

Thus in chapter be he is asserting the freedom of God to 
choose His instruments as against any claim on man's part, 
either (i) to create or dictate his own vocation; or (a) to 
retain it when he £Ebils to correspond with its conditions. 

(i) Man cannot create or dictate his own vocation. Viewed 
externally, one class or nation has an infinitely higher and 
wider sphere of opportunity than another. Viewed internally, 

^ Ez. xyi 44-63. 
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as a matter of individual relation to God, there is doubtless 
no respect of persons. Each man is dealt with equally in 
view of his opportmiities. There are first in privilege who 
shall be last in acceptance, and last in privilege who shall 
be first in acceptance. But viewed externallj, as a matter 
of external privilege, one class is dealt with difierently from 
another. One is high, another is low. And the selection 
of men for the various degrees of privilege, for the various 
parts they play in the drama of the world, lies absolutely in 
the inscrutable choice of God. 

(2) Thus man's responsibility does not lie in the sphere 
of determining his duties and responsibilities, but in corre- 
spondififf to them. As he cannot claim to create a vocation, 
so he cannot claim to retain it if he fisdls to con'espond with 
it. Man's whole duty is summed -up in the correspondence 
of faith with the vocation of God, in whatever sphere the 
Divine Wisdom assign to him. 

Now to refer to certain details : 

ix. 11-17. The absolute election of Jacob, — the 'loving' of 
Jacob and the ' hating ' of Esau, — ^has reference simply to the 
election of one to higher privileges as head of the chosen 
race, than the other. It has nothing to do with their eternal 
salvation. In the original, to which St. Paul is referring ^, 
Esau is simply a synonym for Edom. 

ix. 17. 'It is not of him that willeth, nor of him that 
runneth,' i. e. we cannot create or produce our vocations. The 
initiative lies far behind us in the Divine choice. (What we 
can do is to correspond.) 

ix. 17. The 'raising up' of Pharaoh is his introduction on 
the stage of history, cp. Is. xli. % * who hath raised up one 
from the east ' (l^yetpcr, cf. v. 25 ^i> i^ ijycipa Thv ivb fioppa). 
The reason why Pharaoh is chosen as an example of judicial 
hardening lies in the Divine will, and we cannot determine 
it. (But we have every reason to know that it is disobedience 
alone which is the condition of hardening. No man is 

' Mai. i. 2, 4. 
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created to be hardened, ihongli his secret disobedience may 
lead to his being made a public example of God's judgment.) 

ix. 20. The metaphor of the clay and the potter does 
suggest God^s absolute right to create men in view of His 
purposes for higher or lower vocations, and also His right 
to reject those who show themselves unfit for the vocations 
assigned to them. The unfitness, however, lies in the ficust 
that man offers to God a moral material which will not 
mould to His purposes. Our vocation, our capacity, is created 
of God, but our malleability to His purposes is of our &ith. 
There is no contradiction between the use of the metaphor 
here and in 2 Tim. ii. 20, 121, C£ (for its original use) Jer. 
xviii. 6. 

ix. 30. All the argument from this point onward goes to 
emphasize that the cause of Israel's rejection was lack of 
faith, failure of correspondence. The argument taken to- 
gether leaves us 'without excuse' in maintaining either 
a partiality in God's eternal regard of men ^, or an arbitra- 
riness in His rejection of men from the temporal or partial 
* elections ' by which He gradually works out His universal 
purpose*. 

' See zi. 3a. * See zi. ao. 
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III. 

THE MATERIALS FOR THE CRITICISM OP 
THE PESHITTO NEW TESTAMENT, WITH 
SPECIMENS OF THE 8TRIAC MASSORAH. 

[G. H. GWILUAM.] 

' In orientalium ecclesianim laudibus/ says J. Oildemeister^, 
'ponenda est assidna ac varia quam per medium aevum de 
librorum biblicorum verbis et forma adhibuerunt cura, eadem 
aetate qua per occidentem critica studia prorsus iaeebant.' 
But long before the days of Bar-Hebraeus, or even of the 
Syriac Massoretes, the science of preserving accurate texts of 
the Scriptures had reached a high standard of perfection. 
Many beautiful specimens from the Syrian libraries have 
survived to modem times ; descriptions of these may be read 
in various Catalogues ; the witness they bear to the Canon of 
the Syriac Church has been noted ; references may occasion^ 
ally be found to their readings in the critical editions of the 
Greek Testament ; but hitherto no systematic and extensive use 
has been made of them towards the solution of problems con- 
nected with the text of the Syriac Version of the Holy Scriptures, 
its origin, and its history. And yet it is ireely admitted that 
the Syriac is an important element in our Apparatus Critictuf. 

The principles which will be laid down in the following 
pages apply as much to the case of the Old Testament as they 
do to that of the New. It will, however, be best to treat the 
two cases separately, for the two Testaments in the Feshitto ^ 
Version possibly stand in somewhat different relations to the 

* De Bvcmgg. in Arab, e Simp. Syr. tranu. Comment. Aeademica, 1865. 
' This BAine doei not oooar in the titleB or colophons of our old oodices. 
By the ettrlier Bcholan it was written Pethito, and that form is adopted by 
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Hebrew and Greek originals. There is undoubtedly a differ- 
ence in the intervals of time by which the Peshitto Old 
Testament is separated from the Hebrew, and the New firom 
the Greek: there were possibly many differences in the 
circumstances which led to the composition of each. It will 
be generally admitted that most, at aU events, of the books 
which were subsequently included in the Peshitto New Testa- 
ment Canon, were translated at an early date directly from the 
Greek ; it is not so obvious that the Peshitto Old Testament 
was derived immediately from the Hebrew, without the inter* 
vention of a Targfum or some ancient Version ^ ; and certainly 
(unless we accept the traditional account of its ante-Christian 
origin) the Peshitto Old Testament can hardly be called an 
early witness to the original Hebrew text. 

The arguments which were long ago stated and have been 
often repeated in proof of the early date of the Syriac New 
Testament, have still as much, and perhaps as little, force as 
they had in the times of Mill and of Michaelis ^. Demon- 
stration of the existence of the Peshitto at a period long 
anterior to Ephraim and Aphraates cannot indeed be given ; 
but the reasons alleged by the late Bishop of Durham ' for 
accepting the antiquity of the Egyptian Versions apply in 

Dr. Payne Ssuth in the Thesaurus, as though from ^„*Aft, which seemfl to 
have been lued as a kind of proper name. Thus in a Gloss on Matt. Ti. 24, 
quoted by Wiseman, Horae Syricujoe, p. 333, from the Yatioan Massoretio 

oodex, we have, u0Jjq.mU» jw^cu ^t ^( .jjCLlA^ l^>ii ft ^( — 

i.e. according to the Peshito (sic) Jfomuno, but according to the Greek 
Mamuwu — ^where f^-^ft in the masculine is used in apposition to j^iO^ 
(mas.) Qraecus, But if )t>«AAbJD, versio, be expressed or implied, then the 
form will be )th ^ - ^^ ; ftnd this we have expressed by Peshitto, in preference 
to PSshittS, and the like, as more convenient for ordinary use. 

' See J. A. Dathe's reply to S. B. Semler in Psalterium Syriaewnt 1768, 
Praef., p. zi seq., and for more recent views Tregelles* article in BibU Diet., 
Sneyel, Brit, (W. B. Smith) zi (kx>-i, 9th ed. 

' N<w. Test. Or,, ed. Ktister, Proleg, 1237-40; IntrodueHan, yoL II. 0. vii. 
(§ 6-8, ed. Marsh, i8oa. 

' In Scrivener's Introduction, pp. 371-3, ed. 1883. In comparing the 
Egyptian, the Latin, and the Syriac Versions (see Additional Note by W. S. 
in JStudia Bibliea, il, p. 272)1 account should be taken of the character of 
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principle to the Syriac also. The doubts felt by certain critics 
are not about the existence of a Syriac vemacalar before the 
days of Ephiaim, but about the form of that ancient text« 
On this we shall have more to say as we proceed. Nor 
would any one now seriously contend for what some once 
supposed, that the Syriac was otherwise derived than directly 
from the Grreek archetype \ 

0ne hundred years ago Adler wrote as follows : — -' Optan- 
dum esset ut tum hie [i. e. the Vaiiean Tetraevang€lium\ tum 
alii versionis Syriacae codices antiqui diligentius conferrentur, 
et novus deinde accnratiorque ederetur contextus Syriacus '.' 
This 'contextus Syriacus' is practically the same as that 
which Widmanstadt first printed ^| although many variants 
were collected by Scha^^« Forty years ago Wichelhaus^ 
laid down the principles which should be adopted in a 
revision of the Peshitto ; but he was acquainted with only 
a tithe of the materials which are now available. Indeed 
these are so numerous that a description of all the Peshitto 
New Testament MSS, which are preserved in English and 
foreign libraries would fiur exceed the limits of this essay, 

the avulable texts, and the condition of the MSS., as well as of the origin 
and literary history of each version. If the nmnber and the antiquity of the 
MSS. of the Peshitto, and the certainty of the text, be compared with the 
diplomatic evidence for the HgypHan, the age of the MSS., the state of the text, 
as shown in the admirable catalogue and selection of readings in Ntrc, Test, 
Oxon. 1889, Append. Ill (A. C. Headlam), pp. 183-90, the result will be 
found to be striking and suggestive. The condition of the Old Latin is well 
known to scholars. The critical value of the ancient versions is not in the 
nineteenth century (as it might once have been) uniform, when each is ' seen 
in connexion with a wider range of phenomena.* 

^ £. g. Bengei thought the Syriac and the Coptic were influenced by the 
Latin. MiehadU, op. cit., ii. p. 550. 

' Versionea SyruLoae, p. 10. 

' Studia Bibliea, 1885, p. 151. 

* Nw. Test, 8yr,f Leusden et Sohaaf, 1 708, p. 649 sqq. Many of those which he 
ooUected from editions are of little value. The readings quoted from Bapheleng 
(who used Cod. Col., of. p. 88, n. 3), Gutbir and Tremellius are of Jacobite type. 
The earlier pages of the Syriac, Mt. i. I — Lk. xviii. 36 are pointed in Chaldee 
fiMhion, as Schaaf explains in his PrefcLce. 

* De Nov. Test, Vers. Syr. Antiqua, 1850, pp. 330-5. 
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50 The Materials for the Criticism 

I. 

A. Of fiiBt rank among the aathorities for s^tling the text 
of the Peshitto New Testament are old dated copies of the 
Tarions books, according to the Syiiac Canon. Some of the 
rooBt interesting of these MSS. are tiie following: — 

i. An ApoHplMS. This MS. contains all* the Epistles 
of St. Paul, in the familiar order, indnding the HebrewM, 
and is one of the fisbmons collection from the Nitrian desert, 
with which the British Mnsenm was enriched more than 
fortj years ago. A note a prima manu states that it was 
written at Urhoi ^ in Mesopotamia, in the year 845 — ^that is, of 
the ' Selendd ' or ' Greek ' era ; in onr era, 534* It is therefore 
one of the earliest of dated Biblical MSS.' The name of the 
convent for which it was written seems to have been purposely 
efiaced, and at a later period it was in the hands of a Nestorian, 
who added many vowel marks and other signs. Another, a 
Jacobite no donbt, has affixed a few of the Greek vowek 
used by the Western Syrians. Thus tiiis book shared the 
&te of many other Syriac MSS., and passed from one sect to 
another by purchase — possibly by plunder. Bat sneh ex- 
changes are evidence that either sect regarded the other as 
possessing a vernacular Bible, which was substantially the 

* mOiIoc, the Tmftl name in Syxiao far JSt2«Ma— flee Tke9. 8ifr., ool. 95 ; 
Euphratei SxpeditUm (W. F. Ainiwortli, 1888), !. p. 197 f. 

* In the British Moseom there are also Codd, Add. 14,495 (OMsris, Baodu9, 
Nfmber$, Deuteronomy, in the Peahitto), a.d. 464, and Add, 14,445 (Ikmiel, 
in the Peshitto), A.D. 53a, beddes stiU earlier dated secular MSS., sooh as the 
fiunons Add, 12,150 — see Catalogue, toI. ii. p. 631. 

Mibhaelis feared that the dates of Syr. MSS. are unreliable, as they may 
haye been copied, along with the text, by later scribes. But since hia time 
(o£ Introduction, ed. Marsh, i8oa, ii. part i. pp. ai, a a) the materials for 
determining the age of Syriac documents have been largely augmented. Tlie 
style changed from century to century, and it may be affirmed that an 
inconsistent date would not impose on experts in Syriac palaeography. Adler 
(who himself had doubts about the age of the Florentine Tetraevangelinm) 
has supplied in his fSacsimiles good CTidence of the changes in Syriac writing. 
Of deliberate imitation in later centuries there do not seem to be many weU- 
authenticated instances. In the case of Cod, Barber, MauoreHme, Wisemaa 
{Horae Syr,, p> 198) contends that the date in the colophon (a. oa. 1404 « ▲.Dl 
1093) is doubtful, because the language lacks the marks of genuinensss. 
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same as his own, and any emendations whicli were made 
were almost inyariably confined to those differences of pro- 
nunciation which distinguish the Eastern, or Nestorian Syiiac, 
from that of the West ^. 

\Catalogue of Syriae M88. in British Museum, Ft. i. p. 86, 
Cod. Add. 14,479.] 

ii. This MS. contains only 88. Luke and John^. It was 
written, in an Edessene hand, in the year 84*, i.e. a.]). 53^> 
the last word of the date being iQegible. It may therefore 
be older than the last MS. by a year or two. 8t. Luke i. i 
begins on the verso, while 8t. John is finished on the recto, 
leaving blank pages to form the ontsides of the book. The 
colophon is: — Here endeth the writing in this hook, the two 
Evangelists, Luke, John. 

[Brit. Mus. Cod, Add. 14,459, ^^U- 67-T69 ; see Catalogue, 
pp. 67-8 ; Studia Biiliea, Oxford, i885,^No. VIII, p. 155.] 

iii. A TetraevangeUum, in the Vatican Library. Adler in 
Versianes Syriaeae gives the colophon (with a specimen &c- 
simile) as follows: — 'Absolatus est liber mense Thamoz 
(Julio) anno 859 (Chiisti 548) in urbe Mesopotamiae Edessa. 
Exaravit aut^n hunc codicem suis sumptibus et gratia Dei, 

^ Tid» vary andent authority confirms the Peahitto rendering in Rom. iz. 5 — 
ChrUUu $eeundum eamem, q^U est Dmu mpra omne»-~<mlj reading ^^1,^ for 
^^i^f, which does not affect the sense. In i Cor. y. 8 it has the remarkable 
variation from aU Greek copies, {^O Off Jj-*^-^ V| *" Bed in fermento 
pnritatis, etc. This Schaaf notices, but adopts )i-\^^ « in asymo. In 
I Tim. iii. 16 it confirms the waU-known reading of the Peshitto, omitting 
ec^ and proceeding w»\^{y, which gives either bt or t. In Heb. U. 9 it 
has the ip$0 enkn Deui per gratiam tuam. 

' It- is not, howeyer, the latter half of a TetraevangeUum, as the colophon 
quoted in the text shows ; and thns perhaps, by way of distinction, arose the not 
infrequent use of the term Tetraevtmgeiiwn {y^-^^'^li^l, ▼id. Thee. 
Bffr,, ooL X457) when the four Eyangelists were collected into one Yolume. 
Some Greek Eyangelia oontcan only three, or even two books — e. g. Evan. 300 
Mt, Mh, Lk, Evan. 304 and 146 Mt, Mk, Evan. 306 Mt, Jh, Evan. 145 Lk, Jh, 
Evan. 343 Mt, Lk, 

Bid the scribe of Curetom^e codex only intend to write Matthew, Marie, 
John, and afterwards add Luie, time and veUum allowing a laiger woric? 
The order seems to be unique— cf. Nov. Teet. Tiech. Proleg, 137-8. 

B % 
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quae ipei adfuity Frater Mar Eosebius AramaeuB pro sancto 
coenobio Thoznae diebns coenarchiae Sergii, reL' 

[S. E. Assemani, Bih. Vat. Cat, P. L t. 2, p. 27 seq. ; Studia 

JBibliea, 1890, No. YI, p. 2^50, and frontispiece*] 
iv. A Tetraeva/ngelium in the Laorentian Librarj, Florence, 
dated a. ok. 897 — ^i. e. a.d. 586. In a former paper I have 
quoted the opinion of Dr. Ceriani, that there are no grounds 
for thinking, as did Adler, that the colophon, which gives the 
date, is not by the first hand. 

[Assemani, CaU BihliotA. Mediceaej Studies JBiblicdy 1890, 

p. 251 ; Adler, op. cU.^ pp. 11, 12.] 
y« The above-named codices are products of the Mono- 
phyBite branch of the Syriac Church : our next is a Nestoriai^ 
codex, containing the four Gospels, written in what is known 
as Nesiorian Ettrangela^ at Tel-Dinawar (where was a Nesto- 
rian college), in the district of Naarda ^, an episcopal city on 
the Euphrates, west of Bagdad, in the year a. d. 600. 

[Cat. Syr. MSS. in Brit. Mus., Pt i. pp. 52, 53 ; TkeMurw 
Stfriacut (P. Smith), coL 490 ; Wiltzsch, Handbook of the 
Oeography and Statistics of the Church (tr. by J. Leitch) 
vol. i. p. 487, for the Nestorian see of Naarda ; p. 498, for 
the Jacobite.] 
vi. Another Nestorian MS, of the Gospels, written at 
Nisibis in a.d. 615^ when Mar Mattai was head of the Nesto- 
rian college which had succeeded the earlier and now extinct 
school at Edessa. 

[Brit. Mas. Cat.^ pp. 53, 54; see also Etheridg^'s Syrian 

Churches, p. 43 ; Wichelhaus, op. cit., p. ia8 seq.] 
vii. The Cod. Ouelpherbytanus, which became the property 
of the Duke of Brunswick in 1662, and was deposited in the 
library at Wolfenbuttel, where, a century afterwards, it was 

^ Also oaUed Nearda, Nehardea, and Nahardeir (Gellarii, NotUiae OrhU 
Antiqui, ii. 439 ; Yanz in Diet, of Greek and Soman Geography, s. v,; Auu- 
worth, op. cit,y i. oh. ai, and App. 16), and identified with Beth Nohadra, 
bat wrongly, according to Wright in Cat, Syr, MSS, Brit, Mus, i, 53 n. At 
Nehardea (M^^iin^) was an ancient Jewish oolony and a famous school of 
Hebrew critics ; see Dr. A. Nenbauer's La G4ograpMe dm Tahnnd^ p. 350, 
and the same writer's paper in this Yolame,p. 24. 
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examined by P. J. Brans. It was written in the convent of 
Beth Chela ^, near Damasens, in the time of John, the Mono- 
physite Patriarch, and finished on 24th Dec., a.b. 634. 

[Annalei Ziterarii, 1782, vol. ii; Bepert. fUr BiblUche u, 
MorffenldndiscAe Litt. xv, xvi, 1784-5 ; Cat. Codd. Orientt, 
Bib, Bre%. et GuelpA. (Fleischer et Ebert) pp. 76, 77 ; 
Riit. Bib. OuelpA, (Bnrckhard) ii, 3, pp. 236-7.] 
viii. The Cod, Add. 14,448, a Nestorian MS,, containing 
the whole of the New Testament as received in the ancient 
Syriac Chnrch^. The colophon is not quite distinct, but 
Dr. Wright interpreted the date as ' the year one thousand 
and twelve, in the well-known era of the Greeks, which is of 
the Arabs eighty; ' and this would give A.d. 699-700. 
[Brit, Mus. Cat, Pt i pp. 41, 42.] 
ix. The Neitorian New Testament^ Cod. Add. 7157, dated 
A.D. 768. 

[Cat. MSJS. Orimt. Mu9. Brit., 1838, P. I; Studia Biblica, 
1890, p. 252.] 

B. The age of each of the foregoing MSS, is known, and, 
in the case of most, the origin and history also : some of those 
which follow are certainly older ^, although the particular 
decade in which they were written cannot be determined. 

X, Cod. Additionalis 14,459, ^*^U. 1-66, containing SS. Matt, 
and Mark, was probably written about a.d. 450. 

[Studia Biblica, 1885, No. VIII.] 

> See ThM.Syr. (qnotiiigAssemaiii), ool. 485, where it is spelled J|Lm 1^«*d. 
George, Abbot of Beth Ghel*, was one of the m&nj who signed the Meply of the 
AbbaU of Arabia to the Orthodox Binhaps, extant in Add. 14,60a, a MS. not 
much, if at all, younger than Cod, Quelph. Cf. Adler, p. 14, nn. 15, 16. 

' The twenty-two books of the Syriac Canon were divided into three sets : 

A. The Holy Gospels ; B. The Aots, to which were appended the three 
Epistles, I Peter, James, I John ; C. The fourteen Epistles of St. Paul, often 

called twnNa s Apostolus. In A and G the usual order prevails. In the 
Nestorian Massorah the sets are arranged as above, but in the Jacobite we find 

B, G, A. In Add. 14,470 the order is A, G, B. 

On the Antilegomena see Transaetiona of Royal Irish Academy (J. Gwynn), 
vol. xxvii, 1886. 

' Gf. p. 50, n. a, above The many documents of which the age is indis- 
putable afford criteria for judging of others. 



54 The Materials far the Criticism 

xi. Cod. Add. 17,117, is apparently about as old, and con- 
tains the same Qospela 

The next four may also be of the fifth oenttuy , bat possibly 
belong to the early part of the sixth. 

xii. Cod. Add. 14,470 : a MS. of singnlar interest, because 
it contains the whole of the Peshitto New Testament There 
are others of later date which include as much ; this, from its 
antiquity, is perhaps unique. It is one of our chief authorities 
for the pericope which will be exhibited with annotations on 
a later page. The followiag readings are also worthy of note : 
— ^in Acts XX. a8 it has the tw^aot eiLfj^ = Ecclesiam 
Christi ; in Bom. ix. 5, i Cor. y. 8, and i Tim. iii. 16, it sup- 
ports the readings of Add. 14,479 \ ^^ ^^, ii 9 the words 
oal^iM oiLqjx^ |o»^/ ^""^^ \}P^^ ^^^ ^^^ P^ gratiam suam 
pro are written over an erasure. 

xiii Cod. Add. 14,453 • ^ Tetraevangelium. 

xiv. Cod. Add. 14476: an Apostolus — ^i.e. the Fourteen 
Epistles of St. Paul. 

XT. Cod. Add. 14,480 : another Apostolus. 

[For X — XV see respective descriptions in Brit. Mu9. Cat.^ 
1870, Pt. i. pp. 40-85.] 

xvi. Cod. Crattfordianns I. This, with Cratrf. II ^^ were 
purchased by the late Earl of Crawford and Balcarres in 
London, but it is not now known whence, and under what 

^ Cod. Crawf. II (No. la), while of oompAnktiyelj little valae towards the 
BetUement of the text of the Peshitto, is, from another point of yiew, of peon- 
liar interest, beoanse it contains the whoU New TtHammU in Syriao— not only 
the books reoognised in the Canon of the Peshitto, bnt also the Antilegomena. 
After a first examination, I was inclined to assign it to the same period as 
Add, 13,139, ^luoh was written at Antiodh, a. d. iooo. An earlier date was 
suggested bj Dr. Netibauer, M. Dnyal, and Professor Goidi ; the two latter 
have only seen a photograph of the MS. Sabseqnently it was very carefUly 
oompared with several codioes In the British Masei]m« of which the dates are 
known, by Dr. Gwynn, who also took the opinion of experts on the staff of the 
Musenm. He is convinced that it is of the twelfth century, and is aboat to 
pablish in fiill the version of the Apocalypse contained in it, which is distinct 
from the one nsnally printed in Syriao New Testaments. More about this MS. 
wiU be found in Trantctctiont of the Boyal Irieh Academy, vol. xxviii. A se- 
lection of its readings in the four Minor GathoUc Bpistles has been published 
by Dr. Gwynn in Hermaihena for 1890. 
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circamgtances, thej were brought thither. Crawf. /is without 
any indication of date or locality, but there can be no donbt 
that it is of the sixth century. It is a veiy handsome 
Tetraevangelium, and in excellent preservation, [Studia 
Bibliea, 1890, p. 251.] 

It would be easy to double or treble the above list by 
adding other MSS. which, if somewhat younger and less pre- 
cious, are yet not inferior to those on which the text of 
many ancient authors now depends. The British Museum 
contains more than eighty copies of parts of the Peshitto New 
Testament, besides MSS, of the Old Testament and Psalters. 
In the Bodleian are the Jacobite Cod. Dawkitmanus III^ which 
is assigned to the ninth centuiy, but may well be older ^, and 
the Nestorian Latok. XXVII^ which appears to be of the 
tenth century. Berlin has been enriched with a collection ', 
which yet awaits the fuller description promised by Professor 
Sachau. It is almost certain that the convents of the East 
contain many treasures besides those which they have already 
yielded to the scholars of the West ; but it is most improbable 
that any research will discover copies of greater antiquity than 
the oldest of those with which we are already acquainted. 

C. In connection with MSS. account should also be taken 
of the editions of the Peshitto published by the American 
Bible Society. The materials were collected by Dr. Justin 
Perkins, during his residence as a missionary amongst the 
(so called) Nestorian Christians of Persia ^ The first edition 
was printed at Urumiah, Nestorian Estrangela was used, 
and the Nestorian vowel system. Some of the readings 
which were adopted are now confirmed not only, as might 
be expected, by the Nestorian Massorah, which we are 
about to describe, but also by our early Jacobite MSS. of 
which Perkins could have known nothing. The American 

1 Studia BibUca, 1890, p. 351 ; for both MSS., Cat. Cod. Bod, (B. P. Smith) 
part VJ. 

' Kwrte% Verzeiehnin der 8aehau*iehen SammXung syriseher Bandechrfften, 
Yon E. Saehaa, 1885. 

' See Eiffht Tean in PerHa, J. PerkinB, 1843, and note on next ptge. 
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editors had access to ancient and valuable Nestorian evidence, 
and their work may occupy in our apparatus criticus the 
place of a good Nestorian codex. In fact, it really represents 
the testimony of many codices of that class ^, 

11. 

What has been called ^ the Karhapheiman Syriae is neither a 
distinct Version, as the Jerusalem^ nor a revision of the Peshitto 
as the Philoxenian and its Heradean modification, nor a codex, 
like the Curetonian^ with remarkable affinities to the Peshitto, 
and at the same time many divergences from it ; but is a 
kind of Massorah — the attempt to preserve the best traditions 

> At the request of the Bey. E. W. Gilman, Corresponding Secretary of the 
American Bible Society, Dr. Isaac H. Hall has kindly noted some facts con- 
nected with the publication of the Syriae Bibles of that Society. From his 
communication I extract the following : — ' It is impossible now to tell just 
what MSS. were used in constructing the text of the Ancient Syriae New 
Testament of the American Bible Society. After having (through the kind- 
ness of Bev. H. M. Perkins, son of the late Bey. Justin Perkins, D.D.) looked 
through a number of sources not in prints I am fully of the opinion that no 
more infonnation can be had with exactness than is conveyed in Br. Perkins* 
Eight Yean in PerHa, . i . It is absolutely certain that [the Editors] made 
the MSS. they found in the region the controlling element in settling the text. 
Of these there were many as old as the twelfth century — scarcely any younger ; 
and here and there one very much older. One was reported to be 1500 years 
old, which was used, but could not be borrowed. . . . One of [Dr. Perkins* 
MSS.], that now in Boston, is of the twelfth century, but was obtained, I be- 
lieve, by Dr. Asahel Grant. It is in Estrangela, like all the old Nestorian 
MSS., and the Nestorian vowels in it are by a later hand. . . . Dr. Perkins 
yielded as much to native custom as purity permitted, yet with an eye to pro- 
gress, as a comparison of the Psalter of 1841 with the New Testament five 
years or so later will show. ... It is easy to account for Dr. Perkins' silence 
as to the particular sources of his text, as also with respect to its peculiarities^ 
It would not have done, at that time, for a man to have given any public 
prominence to text critical matters. . . . These remarks apply to the whole 
Oromiah Bible in Ancient Syriae, though the Old Testament was not printed 
till some years after the New. . . . The New York New Testament of 1874 
was intended to be a reprint of the Ancient Syriae of that Oromiah New Tes- 
tament [in Ancient and Modem Syriae, 1846], changing only in case of mis- 
prints, a I Jan., 1888.* 

• With Dr. Scrivener*s description (3 ed.,pp. 333-4) should be read Wright*s 
remarks in JEncyolopcedia Britannica, vol. a a, ed. 1887, p. 8a6 and n. Adler 
(op, eit^, p. 33) suspected the truth forty years before the researches of 
WiBeman — haec CareufenHs nobis non verdo diverM, ted codex quidam vul- 
gatae versionisfuiese videtur. 
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of the orthography and pronunciation of the more important 
or difficult words of the Syriac vemacnlar Bible< Some 
variations of reading are noticed by the compilers, and the 
text which they have transcribed may be regarded as that 
which obtained their highest approbation ; bat none of the 
MSS. which have survived with the records of their labours 
contain complete transcripts of the sacred books. The two 
specimens appended to this paper will show what may be 
gained by a study of the MSS. produced by the Syriac 
Massoretes. These MSS. are evidence for the Canon of Holy 
Scripture which was recognized in the Syriac schools \ and 
for the type of text which was prevalent ; but the usefulness 
of these works is rather for the philologist and grammarian 
than for the textual critic. 

The Syriac Massoretic MSS. are these : — 

i. Cod, Add. 12,138. It was written, according to a note 
appended apparently by the original scribe, at Harran, in the 
convent of St. Gabriel, also known as that of the Confessors, in 
the year 12 10, i.e. a.d. 899. It is a Nestorian work, in the 
handwriting of, and with the vowel points and accents em- 
ployed by, Nestorian scribes, and includes the Old and New 
Testaments. 

\CaU Syr. MSS. Brit. Mus., Pt. i pp. 1 01-108. Wiltzsch, op. 
eit.f i. pp. 241, 497, for the Jacobite see of Harran ; p. 494, 
for the Nestorian ; cf. Ainsworth's Expedition^ i. 204-5.] 

^ For the New Testament the Masnorah confimu the limitations of the 
Peshitto Canon. For the Old Testament the evidence is less satisfactory. 
The Canon almost coincides with that of the Hebrew Massoretes, but Includes 
some of the Apocrypha, and in additions and omissions there are differences 
between the Nestorian and the Jacobite Massorahs : compare contents of (i) 
Add, 13,138, with (a) those of J<f<{. 12,178, with which Codd.Vat.tJi^ Barber, 
nearly agree, as described by Wright (B. M. Cat.) and by Wiseman, who justly 
remarks,' Omittuntur varii libri [Canonici et Deuterocanonici] fortasse quia voces 
nullae in ipsis occurrunt quae illustratione egeant' (op. cit, p. 317). Ckroniclet, 
Esfra, and Nehemiah seem to have been neglected by both schools, but, as Wise- 
man says, * omnes certe sunt in Canone,' and for the first we have Add, 17,104, 
^hioh contains i, a Chron. only, in a sixth centuiy hand, a few leaves being lost. 

For the Syriao Apocrypha see Libri Vet Test Apocc, (P. de Lagarde), 
edited from Walton with Brit. Mus. MSS. 
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ii« The Coi. Yatieanu% 152. This is the MS. whieh waa 
so fully described bj Wisenuui in his Horae Syriacae^ p. 151 f* 
An epigraph states that it was written in the monastery 
of Mar Aaron, in Mount Shigara\ in the year 1291, i.e. 
A.B. 980. The text is fomished with the Greek vowels em- 
ployed by the Jacobite scribes, and the work represents the 
Western Syiiac Massorah, 9s Add. 12,138 the Eastern. 

iii. Add. 12,178. A Jacobite work, in all respects re- 
sembling the Vatican Massoretic codex. It includes the Old 
and New Testaments in the Peshitto, with the New Testament 
in the Heraclean, and is of the ninth or tenth century. 
[Cat. Brit. Mtis., Pt. L pp. 108-111.] 

iv. The Cod. Barberinm is another and similar work of 
the same school. It was described by Bianchini in Evcm- 
ffeliarium Quadruplex, 1748, and afterwards more fully and 
accurately by Wiseman in op, cit, pp. 194-202. An epigraph 
states that the book belonged to the priest Daniel, of Bdi^ 
Sachre^f who was also its scribe. It is somewhat doubtful 
whether the date is 1400 = a.d. 1089, or 1404 = a.d. 1093. 
Wiseman, as we have seen, (p. 50, n. 2), thought this epigraph 
was not a prima manu, and adds, ' potius antiquiorem codicem 
crederem, praesertim si litterarum formas spectare velimus.' 

V. Add. 7183 is also a Jacobite Massoretic work, and 
includes some ecclesiastical writings, as well as the books 
of the Bible. It seems to be of the early part of the twelfth 
century, and is very fiilly described in Catalogue Codd. Orientt. 
Mu9. Brit. i. (Rosen & Forshall), pp. 64-71. 

' Or Slgara, or Singara (rd lirft^pa), the name of a .city and its distzict, 
now Siigar, east of the Mygdonins. Smith's Diet. Greek and Roman Geo- 
grapky; Wiltooh, AtUu eacer (Gothae, 1843), Tab. iy. Like other aeea 
already named, it was at one time under Jacobite, at another under Nestorian 
rule. See Wiltasch, Siatiiiw, i. fi 153 and note^, and § 334 and note. 

' So Wiseman transliterates j|rf»A]^M^,and(p.i98, n.) identifies it with a place 
near Nineveh, doubtless the same as the Beth Sacheraye in Thes. 8yr., col. 491 , 
a place mentioned in * note dated a.d. 137a, appended to Cod. Add. ai,3io, 
a MS. which was in a.d. 134a in the Church of St. Thomas *t Mosul, and 
oontains, inter alia, n discourse by Babban Daniel on the distinction between 
the Chrism and the Eucharist CcU. B, 3L,n. pp. 879, 88i-a. 
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yi. The Bibliotieque Naiianale of PsriB posseises a Massoietio 
MS. of the eleventh centuxy. ' II s'aooorde entitlement aveo 
le MS, Vat. N^ 153/ 

[Cat. dei MSS. Syr.de la Bib. Nat (H. Zotenberg), N^ 64.] 

Tii. M. L'Abb^ Martin mentiooB another, of the jear 
A, j>, 1015, which is now in the Cathedral of Mosul ^. 

[Critique TexiueUe du N. 7., Partie TAdorique, p. 291.] 

There are also other Massoretic oodioes in the British 
Moflenm, bnt they are on a smaller scale, and some of them 
contain only a few books of tiie Bible. 

The extracts which are appended to this essay are fidr speci- 
mens of the text of the Sjniao Massorah. Besides the marginal 
notes of grammar and pronunciation which are there exhibited, 
readings are sometimes qnoted in the Vatican and Barberini 
M88.i and in Aid. 12,178, under references which are un- 
doabtedly to certain eminent critics. Of such men Sergins, 
Philoxenus, and others are quoted by name ; also one Sabba, 
whom we may identify with Deacon Sabba of Espeklis ^ (the 
coiiTent Specula near Beshaina), the fiimous scribe 'who did 
not make a blotted ii in the whole Testament.' He copied 
MSS. in the first half of the eighth century ^ and, as M. Duval 
has shown ^ his name is associated with the scribe Tubhana 
Santa (^-^a)} or, if the strange form be not an -error, Satana — 

^ This MS., Prof. Goidi informs me, is probably tbe original of a Massoretio 
MS., now in the library of the Propaganda {Mweo Borqiano), which he deseribes 
as * ima copia reoantissima di un codioe Karkafense di Mossonl.' 

t uAA^JlAtf (. There are seyeral forms of the name {The$, Syr., col. 2706). 
The editor of Cat. Brii, Mum. (iii. p. 1263) writes 'the Specula or Watch- 
lower f * bat the Syriac, no doabt, represents the Latin word, or some Grecized 
form of it. So Land, qnoted in Thes. Syr,, col. 316. 

' E.ff. Add. 14^430 (i Kings, Peih,), a.os. 1035 - a.d. 734, Add. 12,135 
(pi. of Eaekicl, Pe$h.), a. ob. 1037. "^o ^le latter is appended a note, which 
shows that the codes was originally the last of a complete Testament, and 
contains the aboye-qnoted boast, ^aX 9 l^V-*? ftt^****^ )i.Yli>Y^ j oLo 

* JournoA Atiatigue, 1884, p. 560, aigaing from a passage in Bar BaJUM 
Lex. S^ro-Arab., which b quoted (from the MS.) in Thei. Syr,, col. 2677. See 
also Stade*s ZeitscKf. d. Altt, WUicnseh. (G. Hoffinann), 1881, p. 159; Syr. 
Lit, (Weight) in Eiuiyelop. Brit, 9th ed., p. 826. 
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U^. To this scribe, or to some other Tubhana, must the 
references be which are made under the term jj^ou^, or its 
abbreviation o^. Wiseman ^ thought that Uao^ referred to 
the Peshitto, but his conclusion was drawn &om mere coin- 
cidences between the quotations and the form of Peshitto text 
which he employed. While these coincideoces are indisput* 
able, there remains the difficulty that no evidence has been 
adduced that the Peshitto was known as the Tubhana. 

On the margin oi AM. 12,178 there are some references in 
this form, joei «m/ UAi»«^ ^ ^ one cftAe Karkaphayee used 
to say. The same proper name occurs in the adjectival form 
]U*flu»;A in the titles of Codd. Vatic. i$2 and Add. 7 1 83. Hence 
the well-known designation of this form of text^, but it 
really belongs to one of the sources of the Massorah, and does 
not connote the whole class of Massoretic MSS. Miiller's ^ 
explanation was: — 'Carcufense exemplar nomen habet ab 
oppido Carcuf, quod Syri ^;^, Arabes y^^ vocabant. Erat 
Mesopotamiae urbs»' Adler refers to Herbelot^ s.v. Carcub, 
as though he would identify the town with one of which the 
name is also spelled Corcub, and Carcoub, in the province 
of Ahwaz ^. This district was not without literary fame in 
other departments, but is too far eastwards to have been 
the home of the Synac Massorah. Even the Nestorian 
Massoretic codex {Add. 12,138) was written at Harran. 
Miiller's derivation from a proper name is nearer the truth 
than Assemani's translation Montana, as though it were the 
Version peculiar to the Highlanders. Castell adopts the 

^ Op. cit.f pp. 158 n. 14, 324. jLiao^ sbeatus, and ib often used as a mere 
title ; cf. our gaUanty learned. In Thee. 8yr., col. 1439, are many examples 
of its use for all dasses of people, but none of its use to designate writings. 

* Vereio Karkaphentia has been repeated by subsequent writers from 
J. S. Assemani {Btb, Orient, ii. 283), who quotes from Bar-Hebraeus ; see 
WUeman, op, eit., p. 149. 

' Andreae Mulleri Dieeertationes, 1673, p. 40, referring to scholia of Bar- 
Hebraeus on Pss. 107. 33, 136. I. 

* Barth. d*Herbelot, BihliotUque Orientate, i, pp. 130, 506; cf. Auhfedae 
Tabulae Geographicae (H. F. Wustenfeld), pp. a6, 37. 

^ See Qiographie UnivereeUe (V. de Saint Martin), i. 40 ; Herbelot, 
op. oiL, i. 131. 
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same rendering, but this meaning is yeiy doubtful^. The 
adjective occurs in Matthew xxvii. 33, and the parallel 
passages, as a translation of Kpavloi^, and this seems to be its 
proper meaning^. It would be analogous to other names of 
monasteries^ that there should be one called ' the Skull ' &om 
its situation on a skull-shaped hill-top, and then )U*flu»«j», 
KariapAensiany would indicate the form of text which was 
&youred in the Scriptorium of the Skull. Assemani in 
Bfbliotheca Orientalis, vol. iL p. 78, alluding to a MS.^ of 
Petrus Junior of Antioch, which contains part of his Jdv^ 
Damianumj says that this copy was written for * the Monks 
of Karkapheta of the Magdalayee,' which, however, he trans- 
lates Montis Magdalorum. Magdal is mentioned by Bar 
Hebraeus^ in connection with certain transactions in the 
year of the Arabs 577 (= a.d. 1181-2), ^Araban and Magdal and 
other places of [the district of] the Chaioura ®,* which flows by 
Reshaina "^^ Another allusion to the Skull Convent is found 
in a note, dated a.d. 839, in a fragment of a Philosophical 

' Anemani, he,; Ed, CasteUi Lex, Syr., 1788, p. 835. 

' Cf. Buxtorfii Lex, Chald, et R<ibh„ »,v, ^^'\'^, i.e, caput, col. 3151. 

' Of. Specula Convent, p. 59 above. There may have been a village Karka- 
phata, as there was an Eagle^e Nest Convent (et Add, 14,726, fol. 59), and a 
town of the same name — )t»iliiy>0 ^i^XO, Add, 14,591, fol. 139. Near 
Telia was Qwirry Convent, Thee. Syr,, col. 3190. Ladder Convent is men- 
tioned in Add, 18,295 (cf. Thee, Syr,, ool. 3504), no doubt deriving its name 
from the mode of access to it, and in Add, 14,60a (foL 8a a), M^^^f J4^f 
sDomus Umbranim. In Add. 17,110, fol. 76, we have mention of ■ fl-i>i 
f'V<»^^ )yaAAO 1LI( |1a&mO, 'John and Ghacim, brethren, priests, 
Spekelayee,* i.e. of Speoola Convent, analogous to the meaning assigned above 
to Karkaphayee, 

« Described as Codex CVIII in the Biblioth, Vatieanae MSS, Catal, iii. 70. 

* Ckronioon, Dynast. X, 385 (Bruns et Kirsch). In the Parie (1890) 
Edition, p. 358, we have for Jk^iiJ^ (Araban) the form Jld^i^, which 
approximates to ^;J^ {Thee. Syr., col. 3986) nomen viei et regiowis Turab" 
dinentU, This would be another connection with the Upper Ghaboras. 

* Or Chaboras, the Hoibor of the O. T., also known as the Arazes. For this, 
and the above-named towns, see Aineworih, i. ch. 13. 

^ Also called Theodosiopolis, and marked on modem maps as B&s el Alna. 
It was a place of importance in Syriac literature, for the name often occurs in 
colophons and notes of MSS. 
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work ^j the note «tating that the book was written in the 
Convent Karkapheta, for Idud bar Chabib of Bamni near 
Mardin. Mardin was north of Besbaina, and nearer to the 
region which fiom the number of its convents was called 
Tor-Abdin, the Mount of [God's] Servants. L'Abb^ Martin^ 
thinks we should look in the neighbourhood of Amid for the 
site of the Skull Convent: the allusions which we have 
quoted rather suggest a site further south, the district of 
the Chaboura, and the neighbourhood of Beshaina ; but the 
precise locality cannot be determined. 

It may be regarded as accidental that only one of tiie 
extant Massoretic MSS. the first which we have described, 
belongs to the Nestorian school Although it does not 
exhibit those maiginal notes and references to critics which 
abound in the Vatican^ the JSarberiniy and the Add. 12,178 
manuscripts, yet it is a work of such extent and completeness 
as to show that Massoretic studies were as much followed 
amongst the Nest<Mrians as amongst the Jaeobites, and 
certainly as early as the conclusion of the ninth century. 
The oldest Jacobite copy, Add, 12,178, is perhaps not much 
younger than the Nestorian Massoretic codex : we have already 
seen (pp. 59) ^) ^bat the KariapAayee and others are leterred 
to in it as earlier labourers in the same field. Still more signifi- 
cant is the use of the word )loiY>\a¥>. This was rendered by 
Wiseman, Fersio {Ear. Jfyr., 156 and n.). He chiefly relies on 
the use of the word in the title of the Syriac translation of the 
LXX from the Hexaplar ^ ; but even there )loiY^\a.^ need not 
denote more than tradition, which is its proper meaning^ — 
the form of text as handed down through the Seventy. The 

^ It 18 now folk 5 and 6 of Add, 17,125 ; tee Catalogue, p. 1164, ool. a. 

* Critique TextueUe, p. 285 ; but Piofeisor Hofimann in Zeit, d. Morgml 
GeeeUeeh, XXXII, 1878, p. 745, oontends that Karkaphatha wai < bei der Stadt 
Maghdal am Habhora Flaw.* 

' See Cod, Syr.-ffexap, Ambr^-Mediol, (Norberg), 1787; Mimum, Sac. et 
Prof, (Geriani), t. L fa«. t. 

* Nomenolator Syriaeus (Fenarins), ool. 351 ; of. Hati. zv. 2 eto. Feth. and 
Herael. 
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Qgoal term for Vergioii is Jk^^iAap. 60 we read in the colophon 
of Add. 13,178, IjDoUt iVnAjo ^{o *,)t>^,(ift ik^JUfc^o ^/ 
•|L^iA«m \The voweU etc.], aeeordimg to tie PeMtto Fersum 
and according to tie Fenian cf Tionuu of CiarielK On the 
ether hand lleiinSaie is need in Add. 12,138 in the title of 
an appendiK, lan«t? U»l? jUimVaift, which can only mean, 
* Traditione of the Masters of the Schools/ We conclude that 
the title emi^oyed in some copies of the Syriac Massorah was 
intended to imply that the work was a record of Uboors 
pnrsned long hefote the actual dates of the copies. 

While we cannot at present point out the particular 
college in which Massoretic studies were first pursued, or 
indicate with certainty who was their author, yet some names 
may be mentioned as those of critics who must have had a 
diare in the work, more or lees direct. Two centuries before 
Add. 12^,138 was written, grammatical and philological studies 
were sedulously pursued and promoted at Edessa by Jacob, 
who, after a long episcopacy, died in 710^. At Nisibis the 
rector of the school during many years of the sixth century 
was Joseph Huzita: it has been thought that he was the 
founder of the Massoretic art in that dty^ Again, the 
Tract which forms part of Add. 12,178 ^ suggests a connection 
between these criticisms and the labours of one TAovuu tie 
Deacon. Perhaps this was the well-known Thomas Heracle- 
ensiB^ Or perhaps Thomas of Edessa is intended*, the 

1 So Btf-HeK Sor. MffH, ap. Geriftni, op. eU,, p. it, Ujo^f JbuiA:», 
which Dr. G. renden Edxtio Qraeeortim, Quoting a oolophon of the Cod, 
Ambro9, he renden jLoUtt^AM by texius. Other terms are amA * inter- 

pretari, and ;A2kf *- transferre. But see note on jlcLUal^idadP in Cat. 
Codd. Bib. Bod. (R. Payne Smith) pars VI, p. 87, nota h. 

' So Bickell, Contpeetm Rei Syr. Literariae, p. 41 » and cX. Sui, Artis 
Oram, ap, Syrof (Ad. Men), oap. iy. There are some variationB in the 
dates assigned to Jacob's consecration and death. His Letter to Qeorge of 
Serug is appended to the Massorah in Add. 7183 ; see Mar-J<$eob on Syriae 
Orthography (6. Phillips), 1869. 

' So Merx, op. eU., cap. iii. 

« With the title )iiaiftav> jlMolW^ ^t-'^aii^? liLooJ? ]ot2llji. 

* This is suggested* but dubiously, in Brit, Mua. Caty p. 1 10. 

* So L*Abb^ Martin, op. eit., p. a86. To this author is due the credit of 
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teacher of Mar Abbas, who waB elected (Nestorian) CathO"> 
licius in 536. Subsequently Thomas embraced his pupil's 
Nestorianism, and was associated with him in literary work 
during the first half of the sixth century ^. 

Whatever may be the date of the birth of the Syriae 
Massorah, it is indisputable that it had attained maturity ii^ 
the century which succeeded the era of the youngest of our 
best copies of the Peshitto'. It will follow therefore that 
the significance of these traditions to the modem critic is 
different from that of the Hebrew Massorah. To this we owe 
all our knowledge of the form of the Jewish Scripture ^ 
except in so far as ancient versions modify the verdict of the 
Massoretic MSS. But the Syriae Massorah is younger thai^ 
our oldest copies of the Syriae Bible, and the Massorah with 
the MSS, of all ages support and supplement one another^ 
The Syriae Massorah was suggested by the Jewish^ ; it had its 
birth in the same country'^; it was designed for similar 

hAvizig oarefnlly studied onr present subject twenty yean a§^. See his Tradition 
Karhapkienney 9U la MoMtore ehez les 8$frien», and other Essays. 

' Dr. Gwynn in Dictionary qf Christian Biography, ir. p. 1013. 

' There are many interesting copies of comparatively late date, such as 
Crawf, U (p. 54 aboYe)| but, if we apply to Syriao the rules of criticism laid 
down by some writers — see, e. g. Oreek Tett. (Alford), ed. 1874, Prolog. YL 
I. 34-39 — their testimony is of little worth. Yet in Aeademy (July, 1890) 
Professor Sanday recognizes the yalue of diplomatic evidence of all ages in de- 
termining the archetypal text. However, in the case of the Peshitto, the 
question need not be discussed, for we possess so many ancient copies of it that 
we can afford to disregard all which are later than the somewhat remarkable 
eighth century MS., Add, 14,456, or the Nestorian New Testament of a. d. 758, 
Add. 7157. 

' Dr. Neubauer's paper in this vol. ; Thrupp in BUble Diet, ii. p. 608. The 
oldest Hebrew Old Testament MS. is said to be the Cod, BabylonioM of 
▲.D. 916, so that even the most ancient is subsequent to the Hebrew Massorah. 

* For the Syrians were not so much inventors, as imitators and improyers. 
For example, in criticism they adopted and expanded the harmonistic system 
of Eusebius {Stud, Bib,, 1890, No. VIII), in writing a MS. they imitated the 
forms and words of the Greek scribes (cf. Wright in B, M. Cat,, P^f., xrvii), 
their liturgical terminology is largely Greek. Yet, strangely enough, it has 
been argued (see Mr. Harris* interesting article Massorah in Jew. Q. 12. i ; 
Encyclop. Brit., 9th ed., xi. 600) that the Hebrew Massorah owed much to the 
Syriae, It is almost certain that the contrary was the £aot. 

* One of the centres of Nestorian Church life in the sixth and seventh cen- 
turies, Naarda^ had, at an earlier period, been the seat of a fionous Babbinical 
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purposes ; it eyen had % doable recension, eastern and western, 
like its Jewish prototype ; bat, owing to more favourable cir- 
cumstances, we do not depend npon it for oar Peshitto text, 
although it has a great value in questions of pronunciation, 
of accentuation, and of interpunction. 

III. 

A* Besides copies of the Peshitto, we have, if such aid were 
required, Versions in Arabic and in Persian^, which, in part, 
at least, are direct translations from the Sjriac. At one 
time it was supposed that emendations of the Peshitto text 
might be successfully made by the help of the Versions ', but 
there is no need now to seek evidence in that direction, for 
there are in our hands, through later discoveries, copies of the 
original Syriac, which are not only older than the copies of 
the Versions of it, but which were written before the Versions 
themselves were made. Thus the case is different from that 
of many ancient documents, in the criticism of which Ver- 
sions are often of paramount importance. 

B. Again, if native works of the second and third centuries 
had survived to our day, we should possess materials which 
might possibly afford the same supplement to the evidence 
for the Peshitto text which quotations in the most ancient 
Latin Church writers afford to the Old Latin. In the fourth 
century we have Aphraates^ and Ephraim^. Their many 
quotations firom the Scriptures are useful as evidence of the 

•chool. Gf. p. 5a n. aboye; Etheridge^B Hei>rew Literature, p. 154 ; Buxtorfii 
Lex, ChalcL etBahh., ool. 1313. At Nuibis also was a large colony of Jews 
and a School. — Neubaner (fliographie), p. 370. 

* ReoBB, SUtory of Scriptures qf New Test. (tr. Houghton, 1884), IS 437. 
441 ; Bleek, Eirdeiiunsf in dcu Neue Teet, 1886, §§ a8i, a8a. An Arabic 
Yenion in parallel columns with the Peshitto (Add, 14,467 is a part of the 
work) is described by J. Gildemeister, op, eit, pp. 3-6. 

* Cf. WichelhauB, op, eit,, p. 339 ; Michaelis, op. cit„ Yol. II, ch. yii, § 3. 

' SomUiae [ejus'] inter annos 337 et 345 eo9i«crip/ae, Bickell, op, oit,, p. 18. 

* Bom about 308, died ^*j^^Biekell 1. c. ; Diet, Christian Biography, s. v. 
For St. Ephraim*s quotations see Mr. Wood's paper in this yolume — a valuable 
addition to our knowledge of the text employed by that Father — and, 
especially for the Old Testament, G. Z. Spohn's CoUatio Ver, Syr, e. S, JEph. 
Ctmmentarioj Lengerke*s Commentatio de Eph. 8,8, interprete; A. Pohlman*s 
S, Eph, Commentariorum Commentatio, 

VOL. III. F 
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cbaractemtios of the tranBlatiouB wbich they employed ; but, 
like other early writers, they did not aim at strict accuracy of 
reference, so that their citatioDB have no claim to overrole the 
verdict of the most ancient codioee ; for theee in sctnal age 
approximate to the timee of Ephraim and Apbroatee, while 
they are the representativee of a text which was at least cur- 
rent in the days of those writers. It ought to he annecessary 
to repeat that exemplars are witnesses to texts which are older 
than the leaves of the codices. There are no gronnds what- 
ever for Uie suspicion that such MSS. 88.^1^.14,459 or \^,'l'i^ 
belong to the ' first editioD,' so to speak, of the Feshitto. If 
therefore they are c{^m, then was the Feshitto either published 
between the death of St. Sphnum and the middle of the fifth 
century, or else it was known to the writer and used by him. 

In deciding between conflicting hy]>othesee, that must 
always be preferred which presents the fewest difficnlties. 
And the difficulties involved in the supposition that the 
Feshitto is subsequent to the days of Mar Ephraim are 
certainly many. It leaves unexplained the close affinities 
(in spite of some divergences) between the Yersion used by 
Ephtaim and Aphraates and the Feshitto of the fifth centoty 
— the absence of any trace of the rise of the Feshitto imme- 
diately before the oldest copies were made — the disappearance 
of every MS. of the Ante-Feshitto. To judge from the prac- 
tice of the scribes in the seventii century, who copied both 
the Feshitto and the Heraclean revision of it, it would be 
reasonable to expect to find copies of the Ante- Feshitto as 
well as of the Feshitto itself. Only one codex has ever been 
claimed as a representative of the former type of text Bat 
unfortunately Add. 14,451 lacks those details of origin and 
locality out of which, in conjunction with the probable date 
of the MS., the histoiy of the text might be constructed'. 

The conclusion is, that in our oldest Feshitto MSS. we can 
read the New Testament as it was known to the Syrians of 

> 'In order to recover the true t«zt of mj ancient dcxnunent, it is neoteuiy 
fint to know ita hbtorj.'— £hiifla SihUea, ii. p. 140, Nott bjr W. a 
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the fourth oeBtoiy. We do not require to correct our text 
by quotationfi, and still lees would there be any excuse now for 
those conjectural emendations which were proposed by some 
critics before the present diplomatic evidence was available ^ 

IV. 

The ancient codices which we have enumerated represent 
each of the two great divisions of Syrian Christendom. At a 
later period Nestorian' MSS. presented marked characteristics, 
partly in readings, still more in vowel-marks, and in hand- 
writing and ornamentation. Many of the differences in read- 
ing which have been noted are due, however, to the circum- 
stance that the Jacobite MSS. with which the Eastern copies 
were compared were older, and preserved an older text for 
the most part. Some of the oldest Non-Nestorian copies 
are indeed so ancient, e. g. Aid. 14,459 ^^^ '^l^'^'^l (PP* 53> 54 
above), that they may fiiirly be claimed as representatives of 
the undivided Syrian Church. In the sixth and following 
centuries the schism was completed, and between the Eastern 

1 Emendations which axe defended prindpAUj beoanse they oonfonn the 
Syziao to the Greek (such as some in Tez<. Ytr, Simp, coll. e, duohua MSS. Bodl., 
B. Jones, 1805, and some quoted in Sohaaf s Appendix) would be desirable in a 
missionary publication, but for critical purposes the Peshitto must rest on the 
authority of its own MSS. There are no doubt oases where a trivial change in the 
Syriac characters would produce a preferable reading. Such are — in Mat. viii. 4 
jbJoiiA^ ('cp<() fof f 'ffj'^N (Itpfwn) ; in Mat. ix. 36 ^f^f which better re> 
presents the ippi/ifihoij for^i^; in Luke ii. 10 jbftX (rf \a^) for )tV^N>\ 
(world) ; in Luke ii. 30 m*mm (t6 awHipi6v cov) for j " - (thy mercy), aud many 
others; but they are against diplomatic evidence. To all such changes, 
whether in the Peshitto or the Greek, Wichelhaus' canon will apply, Critiei et 
Editaris est ialem textum eervare qucHis in libris reperiiur — op, Ht., p. aaS. 

^ This term is sometimes applied (but inaccurately) rather to the style of 
writing than to the type of text — see Wright in Cat. Brit Mub, iii. Pref. 
p. xxxi. n. The designations Jacobite and Nestorian are neither strictly accu- 
rate nor always applicable. In the earlier periods there was no well-defined 
local boundary between the sects. At the present day it is doubtful how far 
the original theologicsl distinctions still prevail, and whether the ancient 
Churches of the East are in actual as they certainly are in formal heresy. 
With Walton's sympathetic words (quoted in Scrivener ^ p. 312 n) compare 
Some Notes of Travel (Trench) ; Review and Correspondence in 0%ardian, 
June and July, 1890 ; Riley's Visit to Assyrian Chrisiiane, 
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and Western copies of those times differences may be dis- 
covered which point to different streams of tradition in the 
monasteries, while the text itself is undoubtedly the same. 
The following pages afford a specimen of such variations, 
those, namely, which are found in the earliest copies, and 
which relate almost exclusively to the consonants of the 

unpointed text. 

ST. MARK I-V. 

XASTBBN OB NBSTOBIAJr BBADDrGS. 

|eif, i. e. Sn ^dov, to introduce 



WBSTBBir OB JAOOBITB BBADINOS. 

|oi=:2dov (in cod. 8 f added). 



quotation. 



^flaiA = ffy rf *\Qptay^\ 00 8, 
first hand. 



Moat old MSS. e»V,\ftfiv>o (e< 
tSims ejtM) scriptio defectiva. 



+ )lou = vorafif ; 80 8, later 
hand. 

•);At jLdfo ]jSAO Loot omV^*/ etW^ttal^o 



otV^^aL^o, scriptio plena, the 
more grammatical form; cf. 
Thes. Syr. (B. Payne Smith), 
col. i8i. 



If {Peal)= Kv^tas— ]it., that 
I should tioop. 



l.tf (Ethpedt), and in several 
copies of the other class. 



Of the form in the Peal conjugation no example is given in the 
ThesatMTtu, Perhaps it is archaic, and was modernized in some 
copies, and by the Easterns. But the sense is the same. 
i6 .moigu*/ «fiDoll|jlio ya%^f>a\ |jL* 

*hfjf or f£oUfjl {Andrew), «fiDoU|j/, so codd. 8 23. 



and ver. 29. 

The spelling of proper names is often varied in different places 
of the same MS. 
ao J#«^ f^ )^i>ftnft'% yootokd/ Mfj^A^ gla:^^^ 

)s^^^ jp^ )l^ I »ft fn*» = eV rf om. €v rf irXoi^; 80 8 by erasure. 

= €l<nrop€V€Tcu I SO some 

Jacobite copies; see variants 

in Tiachendotf, 
^ In quoting pauaget for the reader's conveDlenoe here and below, it ii not 
intended to ezpreM a final judgment on the text 



= tlairopnovrcu ; 80 the 
American (Nestorian) Edition, 



of the Peshitto New Testament. 
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UlbA^ iLol Old b^)t )u^=tnV 
in quo est «pir»ftM %mniundu$ 
— historical present tense. 



)ooi h^U — w» 5w> erat — 1. 3.^ 
marking distinctly the past 
tense. A revised reading. 






31 



oA-j^i^Sirvptrhg avrrjsj but SOme 

copies — e.g. 1 5,2 1 — &your the 
other class. 



]h»^(, without avr^s, and appar- 
ently adapted to the Qreek. 



•y^tUo 0|^i^HtY> "^l/ 42 
^=^7 Xcjr/M air avrov. \ o>d4^o»iJh9=air' atrrov ^ Xiirpa, 

The Jacobite and Nestorian readings correspond to variants in 
the Greek : see the editions of TUehendorf dJid others. o»d;^, with 
c%, might represent ^ Xtnpa alrw^ if in ver. 3 1 ei V-i^/ = 6 wvprrbs avr^r. 

Uo^=rdy Kp6fipaTotf, 

JV«i^o >naV\ U^o IaAiM yi^ OJUO ^»»oiOt»^W^ o^^l 



(so cod. 21), to express 
distinctly the objective case. 



For laBlovTOy 

I 



j for MUi 



andimb^, using the same 
Syriac for the one Greek verb. 

is to take food^ and therefore specially appropriate here, 
while %9/ iBU>e<U figuratively as well as literally. 



•jkO •0001 



^>V^t» jy^SdtO ^l«*a*t ^t 4»0i0j*¥^\,l 



18 



ml o2 ^apur€UM, but in the 
latter half of the ver. lLi^;;df o 

^o2 r»v ^apiu-aimv. 



Jy^A $df O = ol T&v 4>cipt(rata)y in both 

places; so codd. 21 23. The 
variants, as in I. 21, 42, corre- 
spond to those in the Qreek. 



|LiV«m yOo»i^ = air' a^ttv 6 rv/i- transposed, yoo^ U%^9 so 21 
^/o«, by erasure. 

The Western reading follows the order of the Greek, but the 
Eastern is perhaps a better Syriac order. 
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III. 38 •yOO»2^ yCUldbNUU UiXld yCkd^^t l&?Q^ lo^ yOOi^f 

Ylo2 Tw €»6fiwKmf is in oldest MSS. nsaally expressed by \ma} 
as here cod. 40 : in later copies, and in the Kestorian, nsaally by 
taui'v ; but there is much inconsistency. In the Eastern MSS. are 
found the defective forms %9 and "^i^, but not ezclusively, 
while "^ ad and'^o^i^ are somewhat more frequent in the older 
Jacobite copies. So )j/ «jd/ and \j^^}y ^i«* ^t^f and ^t^/, 
and other full or contracted forms are used indifferently in MSS. 
of both dasses and all ages. 



35 



Aoi^h 



Most copies transpose, 

(yar. lect. t^^?) t^^^f ^' 



IV. 5 



|L^^/ V«A^? lk*/=(lit.)t^^6 no 
earth. See also i. 23 above. 



31 



a 1 — »*^e» 

in exact order of the Greek. 

.ys^ft \^^i )ooi V««^? JA^/ 

U^if )oei ^,iN^y l^A^i = where 
there was no earth — conformed 
to the context. 

For Tt6j and hrvn&g^ ip.*jDDV->. 
See Thes, Syr,, col. 2560; 
Nestle, Syr. Gr. (1889), 46b 
and note 7. 




, an orthographical 
correction, found also in some 
Jacobite MSS. 



33 •'^guaa yOoiiaA:^ )oo» %^:aM 

yOOiJft^ ^^glaa = 'Ii7<ro0( avToU ^^gla^ yOopt^^=^avToi£ *lfja'ovs, 
(18 om. yOoi^OiX). 

This transposition is the reverse of that in ii. 20; there the 
Western has the objective case first, here the Eastern. Both add 
*Ii7(rot)ff, which is not in the original. 

^01 =ovrtt». I JLLdoi; emphatic form. 

The two forms differ little in meaning — see examples in Thes. 
Syr,, col. 1007 — ^but from the tMus of the Peshitto N.T. the Nes- 
torian form would seem to be a correction. See Schaaf 's Lex, Syr, 
Catieard,, p. 131. 

With codd. 17 21 23 . . . U/ 



]b<^;A . . . LL( =8he came . . . 
she touched. See the variants 
in Ttschendorf, 



]^4A0 = she came 
she touched. 



. • » 



and 
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•Adf ^f 001=6 dc itK^akSw, Old/ ^^cuu ^f oei=6 d^ 'li^iroCr 

ff«/3aX»y, and bo cod. 40. 

The yariations which belong to one family are sometimes found 
in indiyiduals of the other group. 

The following readings of the Nestorian New Testament, Add. 
14,448, may be noticed. In Acts xz. 28 there is an erasure htfwe 
iLMM^aof = Christi, but nothing to show that the reading was ever 
)o»2^tf =Bei. In Heb. ii. 9 we find .joi!^/ ci'^.^'> ^^^ 901, the 

third word being thus written over an erasure, and that no doubt 
of ^ h\>xbi EO that a prima manu it would have been ij>se enimt 
exeepto Deo, pro omnibus gustavit mortem. In Bom. ix. 5, i Cor. 
V. 8 (i Tim. iii. 16 is lost), this MS. read as Add, 14,479, ^^^' 

Those who have access to my Proposal to publish a Revised Text 
of the Peshitto Gospels (for private circulation), 1887, will find other 
readings quoted from the Nestorian Tetraevangelium Add, 14,460 
(7), and from Add. 71579 there called D. 

The classification of readings which we have made in the 
above review of five chapters of the Peshitto is the result of the 
careful collation of fifteen^ ancient codices, of which ten were 
collated by the late P. E. Pusey. The division of them between 
the Eastern and Western families is not difficult to make. 
We have already seen (pp. 50-4) that some copies plainly 
declare their origin, either by facts recorded in the colophons, 
or by the character of the writing. The texts of these afibrd 
data by which the remainder may be judged. By continuing 
throughout the New Testament the process of which the 
above is a specimen, a Table would be constructed which would 
serve as a test for other copies, and would exhibit the real 
nature of the differences between the Eastern and the Western 
Schools. But, in fact, our specimen is itself sufficient. From 
it the student can see — 

(i) That there were two distinct streams of tradition in 

^ They are the JftOobiteCodioes a, 5, 11, 14, 151 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 36, and the 
Nestorian 7, 8, 16, 33, with the Nestorian American Edition. See p. 103. 
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the transmission of the vemacnlar of the Syiiac Church. 
And yet — 

(ii) That only one text is supported by the two lines of 
evidence. 

The MS. which we designate No. 8 is interesting and impor- 
tant in the histoiy of the Peshitto text. The style of hand- 
writing sugg^ts the work of a scribe who belonged to some 
Nestorian monastery. It remained in the custody of possessors 
by whom Nestoiian vowels and accents were added, and the 
text was in places corrected to the Nestorian type. But such 
correction shows that its prototype was related to MSS. of 
the other class. That the scribe chose a Jacobite model for 
his MS. is unlikely : &r more probable is it that the differ* 
ences between the Schools were not finally established in his 
time. If so, it will follow that the Nestorian type is the 
result of correction and revision, and therefore that the 
Jacobite is the older. And further, our careful collations of 
other MSS. show that the Monophysite copies of the sixth 
century, such as Faticanus (a.d. 548) or Florentines (a.d. 586), 
conform in character to the fifth century copies Add. 14459, 
14,470, and 17,117) which may £urly be considered as rather 
pre-Nestorian than Jacobite. Again, the Nestorian type is 
closely related in many of its grammatical forms to the later 
Jacobite MSS., such as Crawford 11^ and also to the text of 
Widmanstadt's edition, which, as I have shown in a former 
essay, was printed &om Jacobite or Maronite exemplars ^. 

V. 

In the Prolegomena to TregelM Greek Testament (1879, p. 
xxvii, col. i) the writer names the Version commonly printed 
as the Peshito (sic), and adds, ' of this I collated the whole of 
Rich's MS., 7157 [cf. p. 53, above] in the British Museum : 
this MS. is a good proof how the Syriac scribes modernized 
their copies.' Similar assertions have been made, or repeated, 

> Stvdia BiUica, ii. p. 268. 
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by other writerB. and are very mideading. TTie differences 
between a fifth centmy and an eighth oentoiy Peshitto MS., 
while not quite of the same kind, are in number less numeroos 
than those which distinguish an English Sible as printed at 
the present day from Bibles which were pablished at the 
begiDning of the seventeenth century. Of more important 
variations, an eighth century Syriao copy, Nestorian or 
Jacobite, would contain about, on an average, one in every 
chapter ; but of these only a few would have any bearing on 
the relation of the version to the Greek archetype. 

Again, it has been said that the present Peshitto is ' the 
gradually formed product of several successive revisions ^' 
How fsur these various assertions are true of the materials 
available for the criticism of the Peshitto New Testament 
must be carefully considered, and a minute examination of 
even a snuJl portion of the text, with comparison of variants, 
will suffice to show the character and the extent of the differ- 
ences between different copies which were produced in dif- 
ferent localities and at different ages. We select the last 
eighteen verses of the 5th chapter of St. Matthew, a passage 
where we are able to adduce the testimony of twenty wit- 
nesses *. They are : — 

1 Hanunondy Textual Criticism, 1890, p. 57 ; cf. The New Testament 
(Westoott and Hort), p. 84, and Tregelles in Bible Dictionary, iii. p. 1625 f. 
Mr. Hammond refers to Bidley's De Syriaoarum Nov. Foed. Versionmn in- 
dole et tuu dietertatio ; but tke author (§§ yii, yiii, pp. 28, 31) admits that the 
Simplex was read in the fourth century, and to account for the differences be- 
tween Ephraim and the Peshitto supposes either (i) that the Old Syriac 
differed from that of to-day (he had not access to our ancient codices), or (a) 
that there were many Tersions, or (3) that Ephraim used the Greek. Bidley 
adds : ' Versionem Syrorum Simplicem Latinis omnibus esse Tetustiorem yeri- 
simile mihi videtur.' 

' For the collations of Nos. 2, 7, 11, 12, 3a I am responsible ; the readings 
of No. 40 have been contributed by Professor Ugolini, those of the Massorah 
by Dr. Bezold. My information about the variants in Nos. 13, 17, 18, ao, 23, 
24, 25, 26 is derived from the note-books of the late Philip Edward Pusey. 
No. 10 was collated by the Rev. E. J. Perry, before he left London for the 
Prindpalship of the C. M. 8. College at Kanday, Ceylon. His early death by 
an accident on April and, 1890, has deprived me of a friend and fellow-labourer, 
and the Church of an earnest teacher and sealous misidonary. 
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(a) Fifth centniy, or early in sixth, Cod, Add. Mtu. Brit. 17,117 
[18], and perhaps a few years younger, Add, 14,470 [17]. 

(/3) Sixth century, Add. 17,116 [2], 17,115 [10], 14,461 [24], 
Cratvford I [^ii^i Vaticanua a.d. 548 [40], Florentinus a.d. 
586 [26]. 

(y) Sixth or eeventh century, Add. 14,454 [13], 12,137 [2o]i 

I7."3[23]- 
(d) Seventh century, Add, 14,460 A. d. 600 [7], 14,471 a.d. 615 

[32], and Add. 14,463 [25]. 

(•) Eighth or ninth century, Cratofard II [i 2]. 

(C) The (i) Eastern and (ii) Western Massorah. 



ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 



^^iL/] '^%\ (et inira) cum mehagyana apud Editores Ameri- 
canos. 

Yj} ijid/] |jijd/ Codd. 17 18 20 32: valde fluctuant. yoa^ 
(c6n pro cdn, more Nestorianorum) Editio Americana, et ubique; cf. 
T. 37. "^t] ^oaf hoc loco 23 : fluctuant codd. Inter ^ et 
I^Arf litura in 12. Om. ^ 10 20 24 25 — ita 2, nunc litura. 
^Qi^Lf] M 3tiae pers. fem. (hoc loco ^^o^t) semper exhibent Edd. 
Widmanstadiana et Schaafiana, interdum cod. 12. 



yoV-Mfti^ (yO=dn pro thi, et ubique) Ed. Amer., et in^. 
^V^cDD, ^kooosDA (singulariter) 10; apud Nestorr. (Mass. et 
Ed. Amer.) ^jf-aoo^, ^IjooojAd : item (y. 34) od )L^k.fiD^QLdt, 
et (v. 36) 0/ pro o/, Ed. Amer. 

)ji3ei( 18 20 33 ita Cur. V] Jtf a lo 25 32. ^owU] yo^t^ 
(et infra) Ed. Amer. )»^ir] l^lf (d'Al&h&) apud Nestorianos. 
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(17) The American Nestorian New Testament (iVieti^ Yvrk^ 1886); 

cf. p. 55 C, above. 
{&) The editio princeps of WidmanstOKUy which was printed from 

MSS. not now accessible, 
(i) The Edition of Letisden and Schaaf (p. 49, n. 4), with the 

Appendix of Variations in all authorities then available \ 

' Sehmaf, who completed the edition after Leniden*! death, sajB (Praef. ad 
Lect.), *adjanxi Tenionem ex omoibiu venionibiu Latinis, in primis Tre- 
melliana [qoam ipee onminm primui adomavit] propria opera oompositam.* 
From this biblical BcholarB, who do not read Syriao, have derived most of their 
knowledge of the Peahitto N. T. We have borrowed from Sohaaf in the fol- 
lowing pages, bat with adaptation to the text which we exhibit. 



ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 



31 Dictum est, quod quicunque dimittit uxorem suam, det illi 
scriptum repudii. 

Ad rationem verbi proferendi solam pertinet nota mehagt/anae. 

32 Ego autem dico vobis, quod omnis quicunque dimittit uxorem 
suam, ezcepta causa fomicationis, efficit ei ut committat adulte- 
rium : et quicunque accipit derelictam, adulterium committit ♦ 

Omnia quicunque] Gum a (p.m.) 10 ao 24 a5 vertas, omnia 

qui. Cf. varr. lectt. vag 6 dtroXv«y et ts dy diroXvo;;;. 
♦] non interrumpunt a 32 40. 



33 Bursum audistis quod dictum est antiquis ; Non mentieris 
in iuramentis tuis, persolves autem Domino iuramenta tua. 

Cod. 10, iu^amento, iuramentvm — ^ita Codex Cwretomanua ; 
cf. p. 86 infra. 



34 Ego autem dico vobis, ne iuretis omnino: ne per coelum, 
quia solium est Dei. 

Ne iuretia . . .] Praefigunt a 10 25 32 f, quod idem valet ac 
iri orationis rectae. 
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l^^i^] Ib^^l^ (more Nestt.) Ed. Amer. «#oia^^^, sine ("), 13. 
jp2^^uM^o)bd] ji^^uiiA^ld 211; |i^kA.^o)bd 12 32 ; |i^kA.^ij» 13 40; yalde 
fluctuant. ipi^j^elid, Ed. Amer. «#q» eil^^f Schf., «#oi Wid. 

j;- )fcL» ^ ,^i.^s^ fcj?'«4*i If -.liiii ^i* )^/'« 

^ia] hoc loco II M*«iA. In codd. plerumqae ^i, apud 
Editores <**) : Ed. Amer. >Ji^, more Nestorr. )^ om. a p. m. 7. 

•.wl?: ^i ^* f',:^ -H .J|o .^/ ^^ ..^,ii,fc^ loclTJir " 

♦ eoi )Liua» ^ 

yOLDV-^do] yod (et ubique) Mass. Nest, et Ed. Amer. ^^] 

apud Nestorr. ^^. oei \jk^A (cf. v. 33) Ed. Amer. 

Inter w. 37 et 38 Bnbrica )b>«*Mt^ lU:^*'? ]^^^^ lUi^L? U^iJ> 
[200*} 2 23; ita 40 in margine. 

.U2 «^ UiLo UJ: «^ \Uii -.^{ITil ^^l^;x^ " 



. j^^i 9j\\i^ ^i^^ y^^i vj '.ycii^^ m ♦i^v* Jj''" 

[Cod. 40 .UZ^i Wo^ U^r-.UoftTf ^^^^ ^ )Lo!>f ^ 

lifwe^ 18 20 33. UW] <^P<^ Nestorr. pj**/. 

lOOAi^y^cuiAJO^ Ed. Amer. ^i"] ^{o 23. 



Yer. 42 a ver. 41 disiungit 7, 

^ .««o->ji?ir J) .^ i^Tpt m* ^o .0,^: oi; .^ -^^f ^ «' 

id|t ^o] 1^)? ^ ^o 10 > <>°^* 1^1 1 Widman. et Schf. 
idllijf (cf. V. 34) Ed. Amer. Ad flnem 0% 10 17. 



»' «8 



iJolLf] addit minio )io.>pjft\ (=ANnQmB) 25 — ita Cod. Curet, 
Deest ipM^t, in marg. vu*); <i'^>tfl'^ per lituram; 18 a manu 



recention. 
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35 Neque per terrain, quia Bcabellam est quod est sub pedibus 
ejus : neque etiam per TTrisblem, quia civitas est Regis magni. 

Signum (-*) saepe deest nominibus pluralibus et collectiyis. 
VriMemi\ Ed. Amer. OreMem — huius nominis eandem ex- 
hibet formam Cod. CwreL ac recentiores 12 32. 

36 Neque etiam per caput tunm iurabis : quia non potes facere 
in eo capillum unum caesariei nigrum aut album. 

Om. a p. m. %mum 7 ; plura apud Tisehendorfium (Nov, Test. 
ed. mai.) reperias, 

37 Sed sit sermo vester, Ita, ita, et Non, non: id quod haec 
ezcedit, a malo est ♦ 

♦] non interrumpit 32. 

Rubrica, lectio tebth dibi hkbdomadis pbimab lEiuNn. 



38 Audistis quod dictum est, Ocnlum pro oculo, et dentem pro ^^ 
dente: 

39 i^ autem dico vobis, ut non surgatis contra malum : sed ^^^ '^ ' ' 
quicunque percutit te super maxillam tuam dezteram, obverte illi Cod. 40] 
etiam alteram. 



40 Et quicunque vult contendere tecum, et accipiet tunicam 
tuam, relinque illi etiam pallium tuum. 

EHafn\ et etiam 23. 

41 Qui adigit te ad mUiarium unum, abito cum illo duo. jq 



42 Quicunque petit abs te, da illi: et quicunque vult mutuari ^^ 
abs te, ne prohibeas eum. 

Cum 10 yertas, et eum, qui. v. m. aha te, ne prokibeaa id [quod 
petit], nisi redundet suffixum ^eio. Cum Widman. et 
Schf. yerte, et quicimque mtUttetur. 

43 Audistis quod dictum est, Diligas prozimum tuum, et odio |' 
habeas inimicum tuum : 

Yel amee. Apud Vers. Heracl. (Jo. xx. 15-17) Pm^ yalet 
amaref «&«•/ diltgere. 
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^^^ oN^^o yo-^:^ KiiaDf ^aa:^ ;-^Aa? ©t^^o .^cul!^ ^^i 

.yCLSi^ ^rie l UgflS yGL^^ ^F^i? ^^?'^ 

lli^jo/ l8. yO*^»'^'>yNVl\] yO*^»'^'>|\\'> 17 18 20. 

W oJL^ .J^f 6^ .[LL^i y^^^li ^ofoLi vpoo.r? U^/''' 

.9f^ %^o ^^to;^^ oil^ kJl^o '.U:4 %^o li^ '^^ 

«»eiaL>, ]Jl^t ll'oi^, Ed. Amer. e»«jaj^] c^som, (sic) 13. 
yQdaa>'{t Ed« Amer. ; cf. v. 48. 

^ h^l ]UJ' Mi '.y^ ^,4-if ^5 voki/ ^..a-^ t-s-v^'" 

yoku/ ^^i*^M^] yO^A«OD, ^A^lj] ^«^|l| Ed. Amer. yol^il" 
Schf. ^l^BiajiD a 7 11^ et ver. 47, ubi la quoque: sed valde 
fluct. oodd. 



;^k;: u^ m^l^ y^jiiLit Us^^ v^>^^ t^l^ v^^ '' 

yoUi? ^A^U*] yOJb'^Ai^U' apud Editores. 

Bubrica in textu Uoojf loo^ lV>^«^t l^^^d Udl|f U«<j» a, 
alii post 001 inV^^ interrumpant. 

^^»*^c«, eooi, Ed. Amer. yc!lACL»lf] yodoudt? Mass. Nest. 
et Ed. Amer., i. e. d'Abhucon, 



Before attempting to classify the variants which occur in 
this specimen, the following observations may be made : — 

I. The vowel points, Eastern or Western, are, of course, not 
found in the oldest MSS. In the fifth, sixth, and seventh 
century codices, which are our most important authorities for 
the criticism of the text, the grammatical forms are distin- 
guished by the diacritical point, and even this is only used in 
doubtful cases. The few vowels which are affixed, almost at 
random, and chiefly to proper names, were added by later 
hands. The absence of really ancient indications of the 
pronunciation is a loss to the philologist rather than to the 
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44 Ego antem dico vobis, Diligite inimicoB vestros, et bene pre- ^^ 
camini ei qui maledicit vobis, et facite quod bonom est ei qui odit 
V08, et orate pro illis qui ducunt yob Tiolenter, et persequuntur yos. 

[K.B. AgDOscunt codd. Peabitt. onmes omnia quae Editores (i?«« 
vimxm EevUed (Burgon), 410-1) e textu Oraeco eieceront.] 

45 Ut aitis filii Patris vestri qui eat in coelia, qui oriri facit ^| 
solem 8uum super bonos et super malos, et demittit pluviam suam 
super iustoB et super iniustos. 



46 Si enim diligatia eos qui diligunt yob, quod praemium est ^^ 
Yobis t nonne etiam publican! id ipsum faciunt f 

Notam interrogationis Baepe negligunt codd. Significationis 
nihil refert. 



4f Et si salutetis fratres yestros tantum, quid ezimii facitisf 
nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt ? 



48 Estoie igitur yos perfect!, sicut Pater yester qui est in coelis ^^ 
perfectus est. 

Praefigit 2 Bubricam, lectio diei quabti hebdomadis 

PBIICAJS lEIUNn. 



theologian. On account of the simplicity of the construc- 
tions, and the separation of the words in eyen the most 
ancient writing, the meaning of a sentence is seldom doubtful, 
and its relation to the Greek archetype is almost always as 
certain as if the text were furnished with the whole array of 
later yowels and accents. And of course these also are neither 
arbitrary, nor merely the expression of a late pronunciation. 
The Massorah, which both supports, and in places corrects, 
the Yowel system employed by editors from the days of 
Widmanstadt, embodies the traditions of the schools of the 
seyenth and earlier centuries, as we haye already shown ; nor 
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is there any reaBon to suppose that the pronnnciation which 
prevailed when it was fixed by vowel points, differed to any 
great extent from that of earlier times. So much, at least, 
may be affirmed without prejudging questions to which we 
shall advert later ^ 

%. The coirect pronnnciation (with aspiration, or without 
it) of the Begadkephath letters, was considered of great 
importance by the Synac Massoretes, although they frequently 
omitted the Rukaka and Qushaya^ when the form was well 
known, and no mistake could arise. In the MSS. of the 
Western School these indications were given by very dis- 
tinct red dots. We have employed in the text printed in 
this essay a fine dot, similar to that found in the Nestorian 
MS., Add, 12,138 ^, and have set it further to the right than 
it would actually appear in the MS., the better to distinguish 
it fiom the vowel and diacritieal points K 

3. The reader will see indicated on the margin of our 
specimen several of the shorter or so-called Ammonian Sections, 
with the reference to their proper Canons. The division of 
the Gospels into larger sections (of which there are in Matt. 
22, in Mark 13, in Luke 23, in John 20) is also so frequent 
as to form a feature of ancient Peshitto MSS. They are often 
enumerated on a double system, — singly for each Evangelist, 
consecutively from I to LXXVIII throughout the four 

* See p. 91, and notes, below. 

* Of this MS. an excellent facsimile will be found in Cat Syr, M88. Brit. 
Mu8., Pt. iii. Plate XIII. Of the Jacobite Vatican Massora Wiseman gives 
a facsimile in norae Syriaeae, which he says was ' snmma onra delineatam ' — 
p. i8x. 

* Modem editors have for the most part neglected the Sukaha and Quthaya. 
An exception is that most carefnlly-edited book, Bemstein*s Dos Meiliffe 
Svangdium des Johannes in Earklmmseher UAertetzung, 1853. These points 
are marked in the same author's Legneon ChreatomcUhiae Kinehianae aoeom- 
modatwn, and are well treated by Nestle in the course of his Syriae Orammar 
(tr. Kennedy) — indeed the materials are suffident for a future edition of the 
Peshitto, and perhaps of some other works. There are a few doubtful cases, 
especially in words of foreign deriTation, as, e. g. t-*^} which in Ferrarius 
{Norn, Syr,) and Bernstein {Lexicon) is <^>^» but in Bemstein*s St, John 
(Vorbericht xr) is *a^; also in assimilation* of letters— of. Dnval sec. 11 1 
and n. On ]i1^} and tll^f, see Mldeke, p. 84. 
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Oospeb. The Paaline Epistles were also divided into fifty-five 
Sectionei Majores^ and the Acts (to which the three Catholic 
Epistles were constantly appended, and the four documents 
treated as one book) into thirty-two sections. 

4. The specimen shows that Rubrics a prima manu are found 
in some MSS. The practice of the scribes was very arbitrary, 
except in those few codices which are rubricated throughout 
the text. In many MSS. rubrics, and other divisions, on more 
than one system, are added on the margin by different later 
hands. Besides the formal sections, the text is often inter- 
mpted in the best MSS., where the sense requires a break; 
and these paragraphs are often made with much judgment ^. 

5. In all Syriac MSS., even our most ancient codices, the 
words are invariably written separately, and not continuously 
as in the old Hebrew, Greek, and Latin codices and. in-^ 
scriptions. With this arrangement, and the simplicity of the 
Syriac constructions, a complicated system of interpunction is 
unnecessary. In the oldest copies a short sentence is ter- 
minated by [•], subsidiary to which is [*•]. Occasionally in 
some MSS. [.] over or under the last letter is used, like a 
Hebrew disjunctive accent, and is less than a comma ^. The 
shorter (Ammonian) section is terminated by [♦] often in red : 

* Other less common and more modem diTiaioiui are mentioned in Brii. Hue. 
Cat Sffr. MSS, i. pp. 49 ool. b, 54 col. b, 56 col. b, 78 col. b, etc. The divisions 
in WidniAiistadt are nearly equivalent to those in Cod. Craw/, II, The Nes- 
torian liassoretic MS., fol. 303 b, reckons 165 Jum*^ (Sections) in the New 

Testament, which conesponds to the Gospels 78, Paul 5 $, Ads &nd Cath, Epf, 
3 a, mentioned above. 

* Dr. I. H. Hall, American Journal of Society of Biblical Literature, 1883, 
p. 9, thinks that in the Beirut oodez of N. T. (Gospels SeracleaUj rest 
Peekiito) the doable dot frequently only follows the slope of the final letter, 
and is (*•) or (•*) or (:) withoat difference of meaning : also that the single dot 
often does duty for the double, its companion having been absorbed in the 
preceding letter, or omitted. His codex was described by Dr. Ceriani as 
mmih century Jacobite, Whether the Professor's explanation be generally true 
or not, certainly this style of punctuation prevailed in all early Peshitto MSS. 
with which I am acquainted (see fMseimile of Cod. Vatic, a. d. 548, Stud. 
Bib. ii). Sometimes also a dot seems to be employed as an accent, but not 
regularly or consistently. While the consonantal text was accurately repro- 
duced, a degree of lioense was allowed in points and paragraphs. 

VOL. 111. G 
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the paragraph by • o ♦ o ., and the like. [•'] as suhsidiaiy to 
['•] is rare, and [*•] does not occur in the oldest MSS. We 
find also [*!__] = [?] and ^^ = [!]. 

The variants which occnr in the passage under consider- 
ation may be classified as follows : — 



1. Clerical errors, (i) o^ja**, y. 45. To the same cause are no 
doubt due (2) the erasure in Cod. 12 at v, 32, (3) the alterations 
in Cod. 18 at v. 43, (4) possibly the loss of the ^ before y'^^'^-N^ 
V. 44. 

2. Differences of writing. (5) ^^ or^od, ▼• 32; (6) %^h or 
^1, y. 36, though the latter was by the Nestorians pointed mj^I ; 
(7) **>a^l.? or ^o^Lt, V. 32 ; (8) «»eiQ>^ or ««oiq>^, v. 35 ; 
(9) JlAiflLM with or without mark of interrogation where it is 
implied in the context, yy. 46, 47 ; (10) JLi/ ^ao/ or jLi^Jo/, both 
pronounced iLmam&, y. 32, etc. ; probably also (11) yoV<j/ ^.^.Tk-:*) 
or yoV**^«OD, Y. 46, yoV^/ ^*^lu^ or yok'^^U', ▼•47; (12) those 
Yariations of ip^j^^e/ which relate to spelling rather than to 
pronunciation. 

3. Differences of pronwnciation. The Nestorian forms (13) yoa, 
Y. 32, etc.; also ^cl., y. 33, etc.; «oq2uw and^cuiAJ, y. 40 ; (14) 
^l^N>»Qjo, Y. 33, and e for e in other forms here and below; (15) 
yoaoil, V. 34, etc.; also JJlo, y, 45; (16) jei^t? (half-Yowel of 
preposition retained — so with o and ^ below), y. 34, etc.j (17) 

f^i^l ▼• 35; (18) ^l ▼• 37»'^«> ▼• 48; (19) P^?, ▼. 39; 
(20) Jjoi, Y. 45 ; (21) ooei, Y. 48 ; possibly also (22) woll/, y. 31 *, 



' It ii ftdmitted that some of the differences which the different yowel- 
marlcB indicate may be slight, but in view of the care exercised by the Syiiae 
schools to preserve the orthography and with it the orthoepy of their 
grammatical forms, it would be unreasonable to deny that a distinct sonnd 
was proper to each yowel mark of both the Eastern and the Western systems. 
How far these distinctions were observed in popular speech is not the question 
here. In literature there are cases where JL (which usually corresponds to Jj) 
represents — , for which the Nestorian sign is commonly -^ ; ^ is sometimes 
expressed by ^i sometimes by _.; while 6 (^ 6) and O (s fi) are not always 
distinguished amongst the Jaoobites, both being usually expressed by the 
diphthongal mark ^, Such variations represent dialectic differences. Fomui 
which were pronounced differently, and therefore provided with different signs, 
in one dialect, might be pronounced alike, and therefore furnished with the 
same sound-mark in the orthography of the other dialect. See Syrisehe Oram' 
matik (Noldeke, j88o), §$ 42-50; Nestle's S^. Qr, (Kennedy) § 6 c, d; 
Qrammaire Syriaque (Duval), pp. 73 f. and Introd. iii, and works there cited. 
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etc. ; (23) the nnelided 01 of Sch, & W., y. 35. To these must be 

added (|i), if it be allowed that affcer the termination ^ the 

i of the pronoun (which is very often written in the oldest tf SS,) 
^iras pronounced with ^ (as Schaaf)^ and not elided \ 

4. Differences of text^ (24) the omission of ^^quicumque, 
y. 32 ; (25) the singular for the plural, y. 33; (26) ^^z8ti orat, 
rect, added, y. 34 ; (27) ]^=iunum omitted, v. 36 ; (28) <d/ or ,dto, 
cUto or and also, y. 40 ; (29) in y. 42, the reading of Cod. 10, which 
if not a conflation, or a redundancy/, would giye the variation sum 
ne id [quod petit] prohibeas for ne prohiheas eum ; (30) the omis-r 
sion of \j^A=vult,Y. 42 j (31) the addition of 1 ■ yv ; ffi\ = antiquis, 
Y, 43. If (4) does not belong to class i, it must be added here 
because the ^, though inexpressible in English, more distinctly 
marks the objectiye case. 

To ^m up : — In 18 verses we may count 31 distinct varia- 
tions by noting every minute difference of letter or of point * j 
but of these 31, only 9 (the sum total of all which can possibly 
be gathered into class 4) affect even remotely the sense or 
grammar of the Syriac. Of these 9 {z6) and if it belongs 
here (4) have no relation to the Ghreek archetype, for the t of 
(26), and the ^ of (4), are used quite arbitrarily in Syriac. 
Of the remaining 7, (25) (27) (28) (29) (30) for lack of support 
cannot be treated as Various Readings properly so called ^. (31 ) 

' On the pronunciation of the pronoun in combination with the participle Bee 
2^5ldeke, op. cU,, $ § 42, 43, and Mandaisehe Qrammatik, § 1 75 a ; Duval, § 1 83 ; 
Nettle, § 19 ft< On tlie union of prepositions with initial (, see Nestle, § 17 b, 
and examples in our specimen of Massorah. 

' The distinction between the instances which belong to classes 3 and 4 
is real, though in some cases minute. In a language like Syriac the letters 
might be pronounced differently — i. e. written with different vowel-marks — 
and yet the same meaning conveyed. If a different pronunciation denotes a 
different meaning, or grammatical form, the word will belong to class 4, but 
this does not seem to be the case with any of the instances griyen above in 
class 3. 

' We confine ourselves to variations which actually occur in our MSS. and 
editions based on MSS., without regarding Grammars and Lexicons. A dif- 
ferent calculation might alter the sum, but would not touch our argument. 

* Many (so-called) Various Mectdings are mere errors and impossible forms. 
It is the duty of the collator to record every such variation which he finds, 
however minute, however apparently trivial. It is well that they should 
be exhibited in the larger critical editions ; the student is then placed in the 
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most be rejected for the same reason ; bat we shall see farther 
on that it is interesting from another point of Tiew. Thos 
oat of the 31, only ome (24) can claim recognition as a trae 
variant. The altematives seem to be related to the diflPerences 
in the Greek copies, and to have arisen from the attempt 
to conform certain MSS. to a recognized Oreek text. 

The result which we have arrived at is striking and signi- 
ficant. We find hardly a trace of *ihe several saccessive 
revisions ' to which it is sapposed the Syriac vernacular New 
Testament was sabjected ; rather does it present itself in oor 
copies in a perfected and matured condition. If the 'revisions' 
ever really took place, time has swept away nearly all the 
chips and shavings of the work. 

Our passage occurs in the Curetonian: it will be con- 
venient to print it separately as follows ^ : — 



ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48 

according to the Curetonian ; the parts in which it is identical 
with the Peshitto being printed in Maronite type, those in 
which it differs from the Peshitto in Estrangela. 

uune porition ai the editor ; he can jadge of the oharaoter of the doonmenta 
for himaelf, and aee on what plan the reyiaed text haa been oonatmcted. But 
the larger part by far of these yariants are mistakes of scribes {Varias 
Leotiones [C. G. Gobet, 1873], Praef. zzvii-lx). If the qneetion be approaobed 
with oommon sense, and not under the influence of some theory of textual 
criticism, it is impossible to imagine that such palpable faults can have been 
found in the archetype, after the copy had been made ready for publication, 
or for transmission as a letter (Scrivener, op, cU,, p. 565). But (2) the case is 
different where not one or two oopies, but a majority of witnesses, credible 
for weight and number and representatiTes of widespread tradition, conspire 
to attest a reading, which is a priori improbable, lliat reading must be 
reoeiyed into the text, and all others may be rejected. But (3) there are 
also cases where the eyidence is conflicting, and where witnesses, both 
numerous and respectable, support different, but possible^ readings. In such 
oases, although one reading may be finally adopted, the others deserye to be 
remembered, and these are 'Various Readings properly so called.* 
1 From Dr. Cureton's edition : we haye not been able to examine the MS. 
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rd\.l «LVj/ )«ji,t ^.1 [om. %3t] yoailik U ^ ^t Ui •* 
•^AcooSQ U;^^ A^^ rdt^ r^ioCUL^ kAooosq r^bopC^ 

IVjodo/ )^:k^r )t^ )U:m> Old |-iv^\ ku? ...a^jo h A\m 
.U«x aXi* U'^:^! vaotU? yoV^jsoA.*' • o • 001 U^ ^ ^}^ 

[om. ,»/] e*^ *Ud/ \om. Uoa^?] ^ad "^^ ^ jLoof ^ 11/ .U^ 
Art. oC^ioaAA^ .y^L^^^cuiAJO ^da^yO|^f Ilsu^ ^9*^ .\j^^i 

Aaso cn*wv AtK'^^.i vJ^ isnr^ ^ ^ .^ol^v^ ,a/ 

•o*:^ oei ^ "^Uf xr^^ ** ^\uf^ ^^L *ooax %.! [<m, ^] 
KUJS0MA <JoiU? yok-^kdOA.^ .moigu^L V yi^ tdljjf l^tt ^o 

eei .JL^^OAdt yOdOdtf moiolS yOeoiLf luiru/ ^' •yoa^ ^*&.1T1 
COiM youa^ ^»'^*«>v>t ^«^)l yoh^i ^^^^400 »*^ y? ** JoiL 



[tm. yoku?] "Vi^oi 0001 ^ • o • ^(2^:^ f^lACD Kl&iM a/ 

•001 i*ift^, |L:AAdf v^^odlt luuf ,' 



In this passage there are at least 28 variations from the 
Peshitto in its best form; if account be taken of single 

* UA( aad opaX Cvreton (I know not why) endoeed in [ ]. 
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words tather than of tli6 context, the number of changes will 
be greater. Of these only /(?wr, in vv. 33, 34, 35, 43 (and the 
last alone is a reading of any interest) find direct support in 
any old Peshitto MS. We do not approach much nearer to the 
Curetonian by adopting the readings of the MSS. written the 
nearest to the date of Add^ 14451* An exception is at v. 42, 
where the Curetonian agrees with the oldest Peshitto MSS. 
against the text of Widmanstadt. 

The resemblances between the Curetonian and the Peshitto 
have been fiilly noticed by other writers, chiefly in order to 
establish the descent of the latter from the former^. Isolated 
passages may be adduced in evidence of greater or less 
similarity* The problem is to account for the many di- 
vergences. Whatever be the relative dates of the two 
Versions, the above passage is alone sufficient to exhibit the 
width of the g^ which lies between them *. 

The late Philip Pusey used to say ^ that there were distinct 
traces of a revision of the Peshitto made about the time when 

* Althotigli Dr. Scriveiier does not hold this view, yet his BpecimeiiB {Plain 
Introduction, pp. 335-7, ed. 1883) perhaps suggest more of resemblance 
between the Peshitto and the Curetonian than is, on the whole, the case. On 
the other hand the differences in our specimens somewhat exceed the ayerage 
number. 

-* See the lucid summary of the controversy given by the scholarly author 
(£. Miller) of A Guide to Textual Criticism qf the N, T., p. 74 n. Objection 
has justly been taken on palaeographical grounds to the Abb^ Martin's date 
for Add. I4t45i. There is good reason to believe that the date usually 
aisigned to this MS. is substantially correct. It was therefore written before 
Codex Betae, but^ince no one supposes that this type of Greek text came into 
existence with the oodex which now exhibits it, the Abb^s main contention 
that Add, 14,451 was assimilated to the cod. D type, is not disproved by a 
difference of opinion as to the time when Add. 14,451 was written. 

' Suddenly called from the theological studies which had been the solace of 
a life of weakness and suffering, he left no written record of any matured plan 
for the revision of the Peshitto. He had made an important collection of 
various readings, with some notes and observations on the peculiarities of the 
copies which he had examined. I have also a distinct recollection of more than 
one conversation, in the course of which I learned what were his opinions about 
the extant text of the Peshitto, and what were his plans for the revised edition 
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AM. 14)448 (p. 53, above) was written, but that such revision 
extended only to the grammatical forms. This was his 
oonclnsion as the result of much stady of Peshitto New 
Testament MSS. How careful he was in his collations, his 
note-books and papers will show ! And his judgment on the 
liature of the revision I most emphatically confirm. The MSS* 
of the Eastern School, of which the one above named is a 
valuable and early specimen, began to assume their distinctive 
form during the seventh century. With this type of text 
agrees that which is extant in such a distinctively late 
Jacobite MS. as the Crawford II {f. 54, above), and the Jacobite 
and Maronite copies from which the editio princepi of Wid-* 
manstadt was printed ^. The text was slightly modernized ^ 

which he had long contemplated. It will be to me most gratifying if I am 
able to rescue from oblivion, and offer for the use of the Church, some of the 
reeults of the labours of one whose piety and singleness of purpose made him 
very dear to his friends. 

^ See Studia Biblical ii. pp. 267-9. 

' My learned friend the Rev. Richard Hooper, Rector of Upton, Berks, whose 
readiness to make others partakers of his abundant erudition is known to all 
who have the priyilege of his acquaintance, has called my attention to an 
illustrative passage in Winterton's Poetiie Minores Oraeei. In the Annotations, 
commenting on the var. led. Ai' for 9ij in Mes. *Epy, L 2, he refers to the 
Nov, Test, ed, Aldin, (taken from the first edition of Erasmus), which he says 
he had thought was an edition omnium longt corruptiMtmam, but further 
study had convinced him that nearly all the errors were due to differences 
in pronunciation ; and he tells in confirmation a story of the mistakes which 
occurred in an attempted conversation between himself and a modem Greek* 
Whether varr. lectt. in Greek MSS. and early prints arose thus, or not, 
certainly Peshitto MSS. did not suffer from the disadvantage of being copied 
by scribes to whom Syriao was a foreign tongue* Still not a few variations 
which resemble some of those quoted above may be referred to the different 
pronundations of different districts. The marvel is that they are not more 
numerous* Even a book like the English Authorized Version, printed with 
precautions which are popularly supposed to preserve it immaculate, exhibits 
to-day many variations from the editio princes. In comparing our passage 
above Matt. v. 37 f., and on to vi. 23, as it is printed in an ordinary Bible, with 
the reproduction of the Authorized Version of 161 1, published by the Clarendon 
Press in 1833, 1 find the following differences at least : — v. 30 from thee : for] 
from thee. For; 33 thyself] Thy self; 35 Hierusalem; 47 do ye] do you ; 
vi. I doest thine'\ doest thine ; 10 i^ if] it is (and yet italics occur in places in 
the old edition) ; 19 and ao thorow. In v. ap old edition has eie, but in vi. aa 
eife» There are also many variations of spelling such as adulterie, othe$, etc» 
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by the adoption of such modificatioiifl in form and spelling as 
those which are collected in classes % and 3 out of onr 
specimen given above. During this period those differences 
of pronunciation were noted and fixed which are recorded in 
the Massoretic works of East and West. Individual pos- 
sessors of particular codices, as in the case of Cod. 8\ corrected 
their copies to some slight extent in accordance with what 
was deemed the better type in their own neighbourhood'. 
Thus ai'ose the few variants which are found, and such as 
have been noted in our specimen. But it should be carefully 
observed that these are not exclusively, or even commonly, 
adaptations to the Grreek as we know it. In the specimen 
there are eight differences which deserve the name of varioM 
readinps. All of these may in theory represent readings of 
ancient Greek codices ; but if we confine our observations to 
existing facts, only in the one place of v. 3a do we discover an 
evident conformation of some Syriac codices to a particular 
Greek text^. The relations between Cod. 7 in v. 36, and 
Cod. 10 in V. 42, and certain ancient variants, are very 
doubtful. In V. 43 Cod. 25 appears to have altered to the 
Curetonian. But these phenomena are precisely those we 
expect to encounter ; what excites surprise is that they occur 
so seldom. And this is the more remarkable when we 

A detailed examination has been made by Dr. Scrivener In The English Bible 
of 161 1 and He ReprinU (of. Text of the Snglieh Bible considered, J. Tnrton, 
1833). S^ <^^^ taking aoooant of every difference it wonld be a misrepre- 
■entation to say that the English Bible has been modernised; and jntt as few 
alterations, in fact fewer, crept into the Peshitto during centuries of tran- 
scription. 

^ Page 7 a, above. 

' A remarkable instance is the Cod, Add, 14,456 Brit Mne, Cat, i. pp. 55-57, 
an eighth century TetraevanffeUuim, which abounds in marginal readings from 
the Heraelean and elsewhere, with Massoretic notes, and even actual altera- 
tions of the text. But this is an exceptional case, and by its singularity proves 
the general unwillingness of the Syrians to permit alterations in their Bibles. 
The Cnretonian has also been altered ; but then there is no evidence that that 
MS. was at any time considered to be a representative of a legitimate text. 

' Another case is that of the ' Cologne MS.,' now Cod. 11 98 in Cat Codd. 
Orientt Bib, Aeam, Lugduno-Batavae (de Goeje), v. pp. 64-67; see also 
Stud. Bib. iL p. 267. 



} 
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remember the preyalence of the Philoxeno-Heraolean, and ite 
inflnenee as shown by the freqaent entry of its readiDgs on 
the margins of Peshitto Codices^. The ancient Syrians 
were not unacquainted with other forms of text ; that they 
'systematically revised' their ancient version in accordance 
with one or more of sach forms has yet to be proved ; and the 
proof cannot be educed by cross-examination of the oldest 
witnesses to the Peshitto. 

It may be said that Cureton's Syriuc is related to 
the Peshitto in the same way that the latter is to the 
Philoxeno-Heraclean revision. This is certainly not true 
of the Curetonian in its present form. If, for example, 
we collate the Peshitto and Curetonian, in the specimen 
passage already given, we find that in many verses the 
language is so divergent that comparison is impracticable. 
If we turn to other passages we discover that often the 
pectdiarities of the Curetonian bear a greater resemblance 
to the later than to the earlier Peshitto readings. The 
present, however, is not the occasion for setting out this 
argument at length^. It is freely admitted that in in- 
vestigations of this nature conclusions are provisional. Our 
opinion of the antiquity of the Peshitto would of course be 
modified by the discovery of other documents, and clear 

> It bM been justly remftrked (^8tud, Bib. ii., note by W. S.. p. 273) tb^t 
[tbe criticiim of the andents] ' is not of tuob a kind that we can accept their 
verdioti withoat revision.' It ii predselj because textual criticiBm was not 
ezercifled in the Bcriptorium that the Syriac exemplar is so valuable to the 
modem critic. We take our stand on the position already assumed (p. 66) 
that ancient codices represent texts older than their vellum leaves, and if we 
cannot obtain a pure text of the ancient Syriac Version through its oldest 
MSS., we may despair of textual criticism altogether. Yet, in spite of the lack 
of full and andent diplomatic evidence (of. Gobet, op. eit.y Prcitf. xxiv), the ex- 
tant words of an .^Ischylus or a Tacitus are accepted as in the main authentic. 

' I have indicated the lines on which this investigation should be pursued 
in Studia Bxbliea, I pp. 170-3. The collation of the Curetonian text with the 
(perhaps) oldest extant Peshitto text and with the late type ip Widmanstadt 
yields results which some, including Dr. Cureton himself {Preface, Ixx-lxxiii), 
would hardly have anticipated. The reader will easily correct a few obvious 
errata in the Syriac in the essay referred to : they do not affect the 
argument. 
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evidence of the type of text which was current before 
St. Ephraim's days. Meanwhile, if we are to borrow terms 
from the West, the Heraclean, and not the Peshitto, is the 
* Syriac Vulgate,' the Peshitto is the * Old Syriac,* and not 
the Curetonian in its present form. An Ur^PeiMtto may 
once have existed, and perhaps it provided the Evangelia 
out of which Tatian constructed his Harmony ; but ita 
ancient text still waits for the patient investigator or the 
lucky discoverer. For the present we must content our- 
selves with those MSS. in which the Peshitto is so 
sing^ularly rich, not only in the number of the copies, 
but also in their intrinsic value, their great antiquity, 
and the independence of their testimony. Meanwhile, it is 
certainly premature to treat Cureton's MS. as the basis 
of the Peshitto, and to quote it habitually as Hhe Old 
Syriac ^.' That term might fitly be applied to so much of 
the text of the Curetonian as could be shown to be older 
than the Peshitto text ; but to apply it without reserve to 
the text of Add, 14,451 is to beg the question ^. 



VII. 

In applying the materials of our apparatus criticus, it will 
be found that a not inconsiderable number of corrections of 
Widmanstadt's text may be made without hesitation upon 

^ 'In [the CuTetonian codex] the national version is preeerved approximately 
in its Old, or anrevised state. Westcott and Sort, p. 136. But Bickell says : 
^' Neque tamen et in ipso textu Caretoniano desnnt lectiones sequiores, textu 
reoepto [i. e. the Peshitto] interdom originales tnente ; ' Conspeoi, Sei Sjfrr. 
Lit. p. 8. 

' Lachmann (Nov, Test, Ch, et Lai, 1832, i. p. xxiv) said :— ' Nobis autem 
quid prodesset Syrorum linguam didlcisse, antiqnissiniis et fide dignis veteris 
interpretationis codicibus nondum, ad eum modum quo nos Latinos distinximus, 
segregatis et in Incem protractis ? ' The pages of the editions will show how 
far editors have been of the same mind with Lachmann, how far also they 
have attempted to distinguish between earlier and later readings. And, unless 
the latter consideration be kept in view, students who depend on Baethgen's 
interesting and useful Evangelienfragmente may be led to erroneous conclu- 
sions. 
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the unanimous verdict of the ancient authorities ^. In many 
other cases the choice will lie between the readings of the two 
great classes of Syriac Biblical codices ^ Here, for the 
reasons stated on p. 72 above, we give the preference to the 
(so-called) Jacobite reading. But each case must be judged 
on its own merits ^. 

The vocalisation of the consonants presents a more difficult 
problem ^. We know from the Massorah what vowel-pointa 
and aspirations were in use amongst the Jacobites, and amongst 
the Nestorians, nine hundred years ago, but it is not certain 
that either of these dialects exactly represents the pronunciation 
of at least six centuries earlier ^, and of the district in which 
the Peshitto had its birth ^ But, as a practical question, the 
editor must choose either the Eastern or the Western systems. 
To go behind these is impossible until further information 
has been obtained. An eclectic system of vocalization would 
be arbitrary and unreasonable^. 

^ For example in our specimen passage (pp. 74~^) ^^ restore Ka»«? «« qui vult 
in v. 42 on the authority of the ancient codices, and adopt the older forms 

^G^l>t ▼. 3a, *^V^ V. 36, \o)^( ^A^W T. 47. 

* Instances of differences between the two classes haye been given on 
pp. 68-71. 

' A renuurkable instance is found in Mark zvi. 14, where Widmanstadt has 
i fftV ^yj^ e TMs 8d[;8(Mi, but the MSS. imN y uN i » toTs Mttta^ and there 
is no variation in the Greek. On the principle of obedience to ancient MS. 
evidence we should read i mV y uN i, but on that of the durior lectio imN ^V.^, 
for no scribe who knew the gospel history would purposely alter eleven to 
twelve after the suicide of Judas; but the change of twelve to eleven is con- 
ceivable of men who were such careful harmonists as the Syrians. — See Stud, 
Bib, ii. p. 263. 

* See Wichelhaus, op, oii,, pp. 233-5. 

' Assemnni {Bib, Orient, iii. 2. pp. 377 seq.), referring to words of Bar 
Hebraeus in his Chronieon iS^riact^m, contends that the Eastern pronunciation 
represents an older and purer form. He remarks that place names are of 
Eastern vocalization^ and so pronounced in the West also. 

The Nestorian Massorah is certainly much more elaborated than the 
Jacobite, and their vowel system fuller and more complete, approaching nearer 
to the perfeclaon of the Jewish orthography. 

* Perhaps, however, the difference between the Sermo JEdessenue and the 
Sermo Neetorianue (Bar fieb. Gram., ed. Bertheau) was rather of pronunciation 
than of dialect. See the editar*B Annotaiiones, pp. 91-7. 

^ The signs of the sounds were sometimes interchanged and used in com- 
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And the qnestion, although fall of interest to the g^m- 
marian, is of minor importance to the theologian; for the 
value of the Peshitto to exegesis, and as part of our apparatus 
eriticus of the New Testament, depends on the consonants, 
and on the grammar as determined by the diacritical points, 
and is rarely, if ever, affected by the particular vowels em- 
ployed by the Eastern and Western Schools and their 
respective pronunciations \ 

bination, m in the EdiHo Widmanstadiana — ^from the MS., of coarae. The 
Preface to Bar All's Lexicon, edited from the Gotha MS. (a. d. 1577) by 
6. HoffiDAim {Syrisek'Arahiseke Gloiten, Bd. I, 1874), shows a siinilar 
mixture, sometimes a duplication, of signs, with occasional oonfosion (cf. Dnval, 
Or, p. 77) of the yowels themselves. The mixed system was noticed by 
Wright, Cat. B, M. Pr^ p. xxxi. 

^ Of even leas importance in Peshitto criticism are varieties of dialect which 
do not oome within the range of the two chief branches of Syriaa Remains 
of these have been collected from the native Glossaries by Larsow, Ve 
Dialeetorum Ling. 8yr, Beliqwiis. For supposed survivals of the (so-called) 
Palestinian dialect see J, Ferrette in Journal qf Royal Aiiatie Society, 1863, 
and NSldeke in Zeit, d, Morgen. OeielUek., xxi, 1867. 
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SPECIMENS OF THE SYBIAC MASSOBAH. 



ACTS XIX. 



xxni.1. 



I. 
Nbstobiaii Becthbior, fbom Cod. Mvb. Bbit. Add. 12,138. 



1,^^ V .:^— ^c. iro'jMI y^} yi^il ^o 







•loot otsJo . .|L4-i}-4o^ -l-^t '^-t-*» ^^ ;•; I f» 




^t ^ > U -I > > 001 %.f/ t^ ^ loot H^ *-^> 

^l^tJj-^ Ual>^ -polo .)6t;^«.«o-^ ^V^oN^ 

* «aD n ^ \ * Y> ^ a t \[> >^M S a w y|f loot 



94 The Materials for the Criticism 



^l ..^ioto i^ »*fouLao "•jLi^t^ 3«^^A» 'U?ai>t 
^ ^d.^ l}i^? \Ji'^\\^ ^-.^Z VL.^^ -^^^-^j 

"> 4 ftp ft m » ^\ JLArfGuAf ILmo) o»^ yo ,f) v^ > oly 



o 






"U::^ll mJ^ 1o« w/ (.^.^ tool .U^cuoL^ ^lio ' 



"^oSjo ..yo'ei^ .^ eoei ^oi^o '*«.«i>J "aoiinV 



/: 



i? ii 




? 



^? fooi^ kJ? yii* Uo^ :yCi-.? . 
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J^f 
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^01 «/ Jij» ^* :\ ^--ii^i^ )k:v;-> 0^0 

fc»OtO V .Yi ■) ^^O • .MtOtb-XD 
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c,4-L» h "jLoobo,* )t^^» "v^-a^ "-»-A-» 

001 
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)ooi \^\ •V-'r-*»^ )l-»qJL-^o ♦ )oo» oiii-jx * 

.01 )L4-^f .t-l^;-^ ••^^^ 






«*0» 
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n. 

Jaoobitk Bxoehsiok, fboh C!od. Mus. Bbit. Add. 7183. 
*Je»]L» «.u»e».^C»eL« '.m ^\ '..o^Jo mI^o Fol.84b,i. 

''.»^;mjo "Jiltse ••^^flA ".(l^jjle ".t«^ .vpeM:^:$i» 




'> ^ ' >" 

V 
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The preceding specimeiiB^ are exhibited with as near an 
approach to fiM»iinile ae can be obtained in this way. By the 
use of print instead of photography, the Nestorian specimen 
has been set ont in a style more convenient for the student ^ 
although no marks have been omitted or changed. Every 
word in it which also occurs in the shorter Jacobite recession 
is numbered for reference. As £u: as possible the position and 
jdope of dots and lines has been retained, but in a few places of 
the Jacobite specimen, the printer found it necessary to reverse 
the situation of the vowel mark. The Maronite type does 
not, of course, bear much resemblance either to the Nestorian 
Estrangek of Add. 12,138, or to the later and Jacobite hand 
of Add. 7183; but ordinaiy Estrangela would hardly have 
afforded a better representation, and would have required an 
inconvenient amount of space. The lattec consideration was 
also a serious objection to the use of fiicsimile plates. 

In the Nestorian MS. the points of Rukaka and Qusiaya 
are expressed by fine dots, in the Jacobite by red dots of 
krger size. In the specimens these points are represented by 
very fine dots, set somewhat to the right of the begadkephath 
letter. The medial pronunciation of «a in the Jacobite 
Massorah is represented, as in the MS., by a point within the 
letter — e.g. word 38, jLdcLom*d/. The vowel mark ^ has 
been discarded, as having no place in the MS., and ^ ^ sepa- 
rately, or the diphthong ^, are used, exactly as in the 
original: in word 17 will be found another diphthong ^''. 
The Nestorian scribe used red for his reference marks, repre- 
sented in print by ^ and the same colour for the marks 
+ 4- , p. 93, bot., for the o o, and 1 1} p. 94, top, and for some of 
the enclosures of the glosses. Occasionally in the text a red 
dot^ printed "", is found in place of a black. From a Note 

^ TnieMOT NOldeke, the eminent Orientalist of Strasbug, has oorregponded 
with my colleague, Dr. Bezold, about these specimens, and has favoured us 
with some valuable notes and suggestions, which I now acknowledge, with 
hearty thanks. Some of these are combined with my own remarks on the 
Massoretio text ; some are quoted in full below. 

* Besides the difficulties which the characters present to the reader who is 
not &miliar with MSB. of various epochs, the lines are sometimes so dose 
together that the dots under one word are almost confused with those above 
the word below. 

VOL. ni. H 
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appended to the oodex itself, it appears that by colonr, as well 
as by nnderlining or overlining the dots, a distinction was 
made between the vowels and accents of different critics. Yet 
as word 13 is marked with a black dot, and the same 
word four lines above with a red ; the second word of 1. 9 
with ''y bat word 51 with ^ ; it would seem that in some 
cases the choice of colour and form for marks was somewhat 
arbitrary. The red dot on ^^ third word, last line but two, 
p. 94, may indicate a varia lectio in the passage, for the ^? 
is omitted in some Peshitto MSS. 

Many words or syllables are without any vowel marks, and 
many begadkephath letters without their Ruiaka or Qushaya. 
These are cases where they would be easily understood by the 
reader. To many words, in addition to the vowels, diacritical 
and accentual dot&are affixed. The purpose of some of these 
marks is not always obvious, and the work of the scribe is not 
entirely free firem errors. On p. 93, last line but two, i^olj is 
written without the diacritical point on > ; on p. 94, 1. 4, ^qa!^ 
stands for "S^, the context being ^ .yol^/ ; and there are 
other cases of inconsistency or carelessness; but the correction 
of these, and the fiill explanation of the different kinds of 
dots ^, must be reserved for a critical edition of the Massorah. 

Linea occultans does not occur ; the ^ is Mehagyana; "T is 
Marketana, and is sometimes virtually a linea occultane^ as in 
words 59, 60, to be pronounced together as Vkellan, At the 
end of a word this mark is a kind of Noffoda^ slurring the last 
syllable of the preceding word to the first of the following. 

We do not add here, as before, tianslations of the Syriac, 
because the Massoretic text is hardly of interest, except to the 
Sjrriac reader. For example, the first three lines only represent 
as much as follows of the text of Schaaf :— ^t tumultuati sine 
causa— et consolatus est eos, ac osculatus est eos — et quum cir- 
cuissetregiones illas — ^venit in Graeciam regionem— et egressi 
sunt cum eo usque in Asiam, etc., the whole of v. 3 being 
omitted. At cap. xx. 28 (p. 94, L 6) the words are given — et 
toti gregi,inquem constituit vos Spiritus Sanctus episcopoi 



^ Many of the aoeentnal marks in MSS. of the Peflhitto are litmgical in 
origin. ' The <' Singaang " in the Syriao chnroheB is of no more yalae to the 
linguist than is that of the Synagognes.* — ^NOldeke. 
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then there is a gap to v, 3 1. This is a decisiye instance of the 
real value of the Massoretic text. While replete with inform- 
ation abont vowels and accents, it may often be a blank in 
places where evidence is sought about an important reading. 



The Gloue9 and other Marginal Not€%. 



P. 93, right hand. Qi.^=«»QLL^, i. e. elide, the letters ) and 
^ — referring to word 5, and the next word. So below, 
and on next page, * elide L ; ' word 84^ ' elide o».' 

P. 93, left hand. The first gloss refers to lLa»ll, and indicates 
that the initial I is mute, so that the word is to be read 
l&8'y&, not r&s'y&. Therefore it does not follow the ordinary 
role of Nestorian pronunciation of forms with initial J and 
prefixed preposition, such as |Ld^J| (word 43) = relph&, 
but in the Jacobite Becensibn ILa!^)! = lelphi— cf. p. 83, 
n. I. Both here and below (word 13) the mehagyana 
indicates the prolonged pronunciation Ae'yd, or Asijd, not 
Isf/d : while the (•) under the final ) (cf U.^«.dc/, 1. 10) 
is perhaps a kind of mappiq, to ensure a fuU pronunciation 
of the last letter; 

•lAtt/ appears not to be an abbreviation, in spite of the • 
after it (cf. •^/', and, p. 94, Jt^), but the itnper, Aph. of 
«A^>m — 'take up,' 'prolong,' the /, and pronounce G&ios; 
compare the vocalization in the Jacobite recension. The 
opposite is noted below with reference to word 26 — do not 
prolong the f^, as the Jacobites who say y^A^^.^, 
but pronounce BairogKLion, * The Jacobite has ^ against 
the rule, for y is regularly <^ soft' — Noldeke. 

* 

In the second word of line 9. %•. is to be read like ), 
Mdqedhond*^, ' In such caseB the Nestorians often write 

ILaJc^-a^, with ), often in red, over the «».' — N« 

P* 94> right hand. The first gloss is almost illegible. It looks 
like ^L ^ and undoubtedly refers to the word yc\ n\o. 
Perhaps ^L is an abbreviation for some accent. The initial 
at ought by rule to be 6, and perhaps the scribe desired to 
call attention to this reading in his copy, but did not wish 
to correct it — another illustration of that textual conser- 

H 2 
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TatiBUi which we haye already noticed^ (see pp. 88, n. 2, 
89, n. i). 

The word nnmhered 51 is to be pronounced with c=«» — 

The words nnmbered 59, 60, have already been noticed in con- 
nection with the marheUma,. The additional direction is 
given that one wwn, only is to be read. 

P. 94, left hand, w^^oi ' pronounce/ * put Yowel to/ i. e. read 
LiVio/ as akSrzeth, not akr'zeth. The gloss emphasizes the 
VM^w/^ainay which is sometimes written without adding 
wb^i. Instances occur below of both practices. 

^* 95f i^^t hand. Put the accent Nisha to the word ^00. 

The word ^o with the accent Bethma ; the next word to be 
read metheshed not meth'shed. 

The Nestorian pronunciation of Jesus ', IsMl'f not YeskCt, as the 
Westerns, will be found on p. 93, last line. In the margins 
are noted sections XIX, XX, XXI, of the thirty-two (cf. 
p. 81 aboTe) into which the Acts and CcUhoUc JSpisUes were 
divided. 

The Jacobite Recension contains nothing in our specimen which 
calls for special remark. There is only one gloss, referring 
to word 85, which is quoted from Acts xxii. as, and it 
directs to read the verse interrogatively, 

^ My courteous correspondent^ Professor Gnidi, writes :— ' Credo die 11 noto 
Inogo debbft leggeni )L ^ e sia abUreviatdone di ^iL jbxool, vale a dire 
che in «Cif>\n eono due mkkAkhA; Vanomalia della pronimcia oon due 
rakkftkh& ^ stata mgione che cah siasi spedalmente notato.' 

' ' This remark u mteresting. The Greek v has troabled Sjriao writers. 
The Jakobites have, as a nde, yooaHsed it as ^ ; and so also ot, which was then 
pronounced exaoUj like v. But, as they could not well pronounce the sound U 
in the fonn in question, they mostly put '^. The Kestorians write either 

6 or o . I had hitherto thought, that the latter is meant for eu, or some* 

thing like it,- but I see from the above gloss that it is simply i. Of course 
they did not write o, for that would have been pronounced u. Some of the 
later Nestorians misunderstood this spelling ; so tchlwos became first inVSiyos, 
then «ADaJ.*«jQ.iD, then «MaUfJGup, and now-a-days the Nestorians say 
qSwandinos I ' — NOldeke. 

' See Vrei Neetorianisehe Kirehenlieder (Haneberg) in Zeit. d, MorgenL 
Oeeellsch, iii. p. 231. 
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THE NUMBERING OP THE MSS, OP THE 

APPARATUS CRITICUS. 

My collaborator, P. E. Pusey, was accosiomed to distinguish 
the MSS. which he collated by letters, and some notes which 
he left suggest that he intended to arrange a series in order 
of merit, employing the Greek and English alphabets in 
combination. But the plan is not clearly defined, and such a 
series would necessarily be temporary, and would depend on 
individual opinion of the value of codices and their relations to 
one another. It has seemed to me therefore that it would be 
better to adopt a simple arithmetical order, which involves no 
assumptions, and will allow of indefinite expansion without 
requiring the alteration of any symbol already in use. I have 
retained the numbers which I had already given to the MSS. 
I have collated. They do not indicate any precedence in value 
or antiquity, but were assigned as each codex in succession 
chanced to come under examination. The next set are the 
MSS. collated by my departed friend, numbered in the order 
in which he had lettered them. The remaining numbers 
indicate other MSS. which I have used through the help of 
different collators, and which in some cases are quoted on the 
authority of printed books. I have made a fiirther selection 
of readings from some of P. E. Pusey's MSS., and have to 
acknowledge assistance in my own work ^ ; but without going 
into particulars, the responsibility may be apportioned as 
follows : — 

I-I2 are the MSS. collated by G. H. GwUliam. 

13-35 are P. E. Pusey's MSS., the readings of which are 
quoted on his authority. About half of these MSS. he 
had collated thoroughly, the remainder in important 
passages. 

* See p. 73, n. a. 
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35*40 five MSS. for the readings of which we are indebted 
to other collators. 

On a similar plan the Massoretic codices (for the evidence of 
which Dr. Bezold is responsible) are nmnbered M<m. i, 2, etc. 

Dr. Gwynn, in his edition of the AniUegomefui (p. 54 n., 
above) has so nnmbered his MSS. that his cod. 12 is the same 
as our \% — the only MS. common to his series and oors^ 

^ Dr. Sorivener {IntfodwUon^ ch. ii. seo. i) has pointed oat how defective 
and misleading is the notation of Greek New Testament MSS., but the attempt 
to amend the system would now be attended with stall greater inoonvenienoes, 
and therefore it is much to be regretted that in Proleg, in Nov, Test, TUehend, 
(ill. pp. 793-800) Dr. Gr^ory has assigned to the GuTsives other numerals 
than those by which they have been known for many years to all textual 
critics. 

I venture to express the hope that in Syriac Biblical criticism the simple 
system which I have adopted may be followed. Thus in the New Testament 
we might have Pesh, i, 2, 3, etc ; Dr. Gwynn's MSS. might be known as 
Aniileg, i} a» 3> etc. ; in the edition of the Bevised Syriac, for which we have 
been waiting many years, we should have Sarkl. i, 2, 3, etc. ; and if here* 
after other MSS. should be found to contain a text like that of Add, 14,45 1 
{Cureian i), they might be called Cur, 2, 3, etc. A similar system would be 
desirable for the Syriac Old Testament. 
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INDEX OF THOSE SYRIAC CODICES 

WHICH ABX qUOTBD BT NUKS&ALS IN THE PRECBDINQ FAGBS. 
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Each of these twenty-thiee MSS. ib here diitingoiihed by the number which 
will be appropriated to it hereafter in the critical revision of the Peihitto New. 
Testament. 
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IV. 

AN EXAMINATION OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS 

OF EPHREM SYRUS. 

[F. H. Woods.] 

Thx recent disooveiy, if we may call it so, of Ephrem's 
Commentaiy on the Diatessaron has raised, or reopened, 
seveml questions of great importance to the critical student 
of the Canon and Text of the New Testament. Such are the 
relations borne by the Syriac writers of the fourth century, 
Aphraates and Ephrem, (i) to the two Syriac Versions, the 
Curetonian and the Peshitto, (i) to Tatian's Diatessaron. 
Of the first, the Curetonian is now generally believed to be 
a fragment of the original Syriac Version, and the Peshitto 
merely a later recension of the same, influenced, as has been 
pointed out, by what are technically called SyriiEm readings 
(see Westcott and Hort, Intr. 2^14) ^. Thus while the Cure- 
tonian is closely allied to D, the Peshitto presents a mixed 
text allied on the one side to D, and on the other to A. The 
text of the Diatessaron can only be imperfectly, and with 
great uncertainty, reconstructed from the works of those 
writers who are believed to quote from it. The principal work 
of this kind is Ephrem's Commentary on the Diatessaron. 
But unfortunately it is not always easy to distinguish the com* 
mentaiy from the text commented on ; moreover, the work is 

^ For the oontrajry opinion thai the Peshitto represents the original Syriae 
yenion, and the Curetonian a mnoh later reoension, see M. TAbM Martin's 
work, Introduction d la Critigm Uxiuelle, pp. 104-127 and 166-168. 



io6 An Examination of the New Testament 

only preserved in an Armenian Version, and scholars have, for 
the most part, to depend upon a Latin translation even of that. 
Further difficulties in determining these qnestions arise firom 
the fiagmentary character of the Cm^tonian, and the paucity 
of passages quoted both by Ephrem and Aphraates. 

This paper is only a small contribution towards solving the 
problems in question ^ The accompanying Table gives a 
collation of the New Testament quotations found in the three 
Syriac volumes (iv-vi) of the folio edition of Ephrem's works 
(Rome, i73^34)> ftnd in Bickell's edition of the Carmina, with 
the Peshitto text of Widmanstadt. Only such passages are 
intentionally omitted which, being of the nature of allusions 
rather than quotations, are no proof of the text used by 
Ephrem. The quotations, it is only feur to state, have not 
been gathered by reading through the Syriac text, but by 
using the marginal references, or noting the passages printed 
in italics in the Latin translation, and only enough of 
the context has been read to make the way in which the 
passages were quoted perfectly intelligible. As the Latin 
translation is notoriously inaccurate, and the marginal refer- 
ences are sometimes wrongly given, it is very probable that 
some quotations have been missed. On the other hand, a 
few not marked as quotations in that edition have been met 
with accidentally and added to the list ; so that it may be 
considered complete enough for all practical purposes. I have, 
besides, collated the quotations, wherever possible, with the 
Curetonian, Aphraates, and, where they seriously di£Eered from 
the Peshitto, with the Diates8aron« The readings of the 
latter are from the Latin translation of Ephrem's Com- 
mentary as found in Zahn's For9chwngen^ II. ii. I have not 
included the quotations of the works of Ephrem preserved 
only in Greek, and contained in vols, i-iii of the folio 

^ The general concltuioiu have been already given in an additional note 
appended to Mr. Gwilliam's paper on 'a Syziac Biblioal MS.' in /SVtMiia SibUea, 
voL i. pp. 173, 4. But that note, drawn up from rough notea at a time when 
the MS. oontaining the oollation of Ephrem's quotations was unfortunately 
mislaid, hardly does full justioe to the deTiations from the Peshitto. 
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edition ; because the Greek translator is certain, either con- 
Bcionslj or unconsciously, to have been influenced hy the 
Greek text of the New Testament* 

It is well to point out that we have to contend in an 
exaggerated form with the difficulties attaching more or less 
to all patristic quotations. Ephrem seems very genendlj to 
have quoted from memoiy: he interweaves quotations with 
his own comments : he combines passages together, especially 
parallel passages from the Gospels : he even arbitrarily alters 
words or sentences by way of paraphrase. We have a 
characteristic example of such a paraphrastic quotation in 
vol. vi p. 407 0, D, where the reference is to Luke vii. 44-47* 
It runs as follows : — ' O Simon, I entered into thine house, 
said our Lord to the Pharisee, and thou didst not wash 
( t -o ^ /) my feet with water, but she by (f^) the tears of 
her eyes washed (l^^^^i) my feet as she wept ; and the hair of 
her head in truth instead of a towel she gave me. Thou didst 
not anoint me, O Simon, this was [too] troublesome () A^) 
for thee,' etc. etc. Again, in quoting Matt. xxiv. 42 (see 
Table) he alters yooiM to )Lojd, thus wn^lHng the passage 
'ye know not at what time death cometh;' and yet this is 
prefiu^ed by the words *»oia»f>in\b>\ y«Jo «jo/ 'our Lord 
said to His Disciples.' Similarly, in John vi 40, Ija^ojf jboo* 
'the day of Resurrection' is substituted for U^ JLaoo* 'the 
last day.' In such cases there is no question of a various 
reading. That Ephrem thus freely treated the texts he 
quoted, though obvious enough in itself, is placed beyond all 
doubt by the £Etct that he frequently quotes the same passages 
variously in different places, as e.g. Luke i. 33, which in 
Ephr. V. 216 A is in perfect agreement with the Peshitto, but 
in iv. 404 varies considerably from it. (See also in Table, 
Matt. iii. 17, xxv. 41, Luke ii 34, xL a, xvii. 21, John xi. 52, 
I Cor. viL 31, Eph. ii. 14.) 

Even a cursory glance at the Table makes it quite evident 
that Ephrem in the main used the Peshitto text. Roughly 
speaking, out of 168 quotations from the New Testament, 
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43 agree exactly with that Version. Though some of them 
are very short, others are of a considerable length, extending 
to a verse or more (see Table^ Luke L 73~75, John viL 38, 
Acts vii. 5a, Bom. viii. a6, 27, i Cor. x. 6, Eph. ii. 5, 6), and 
the number would be nearly doubled if we ignored such slight 
variations as all quotations are liable to. That some of these 
exact quotations should be quoted again with variations from 
the Peshitto really strengthens the aigument^ because they 
prove the great freedom which Ephrem allowed himself. 

We have now to consider whether the variations in the 
rest can always be accounted for on the hypothesis of free 
quotation or paraphrase^. This is clearly the case even in some 
passages which differ very considerably from the Peshitto, as 
in the paraphrase of Matt. xi. 28, 29 in Ephr. vi. 372^ B, which 
runs as follows : — ' Come unto ME, crieth thy love, O ye that 
labour in vain and are with [lit. in] heavy burdens and 
wearied with lusts, learn of ME rest, and obtain of ME 
gentleness. My yoke is easy if ye will, and My burden 
exceeding light.' Here it is obvious enough that we have 
a rhetorical and homiletical expansion of the Peshitto text. 

But in other cases the explanation is not so simple. Some- 
times the same passages are quoted more than once with the 
same variations from the Peshitto. The quotations of Bom. 
V. %o are a remarkable instance of this. Here we have in a 
short passage at least five distinct variations from the 
Peshitto, and the two quotations, be it observed, stand &r 
apart in distinct collections of Sermons. It is not likely 
therefore that Ephrem inadvertently copied his own quotation 
in mistake for the original. Now it will be seen that the 
passage as it stands in Ephrem is certainly as good a trans- 
lation of the Greek («<^^o '^V'^^ ^ ^ more forcible render- 

^ Abbd Martin, pp. 38, 39, ia6, aocounis for the variations from the Peshitto 
by maintaining that Ephrem wrote ' for the mott part' in metre, usoally in 
linei of Bdven syllablee ; but if so, it is difficult to explain the long exact quo- 
tations from the Peshitto whioh we sometimes find. Certainly the rules of 
metre must have been very elastic. It is unfortunate that we are not definitely 
told which of the commentaries (if not all) have this metrical fonn. 
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ing of iv€pejr€pta'<r€v<r€v than bV«»L/), and has not the least 
appearance of being a paraphrase ^. 

We also find several other quotations in Ephrem which 
have all the appearance of being different translations of the 
Greek text. These are of two kinds, (a) those where, as 
probably in Bom. v. 20, the quotation represents merely a 
different rendering of the same Greek words ; (b) where it 
points to a different reading of the Greek text. 

(a) The first cannot always be determined with certainty, 
especially when the quotations are synonymous with the 
Peshitto, as the same variants are capable of being explained 
either as different translations of the Greek, or as arising from 
careless quotation. But where the word or phrase varying 
from the Peshitto more exactly represents the Greek, or gives 
a different explanation of an ambiguous Greek expression, 
there is a strong presumption that the quotation containing 
it is from some source independent of the Peshitto. For 
example, in Ephrem's quotation of Eph. iv. 3 the three striking 
words of the Peshitto are all replaced by synonyms, of which 
jLo^fdi* at any rate more literally represents the Greek ivorrira 
than ILcue^. In any case it is har<fly likely that Ephrem 
should have forgotten all three expressions, and certainly 
difficult to see why he should have arbitrarily altered them. 
In a Cor. vii. 2 we apparently get in ^oo^flD (Ephr.), * receive 
us,' and ^o^^ure (Pesh.) 'bear with us/ two different ren- 
derings of the Greek xoi>pri(raT€ ffixa^. Though the two Syriac 
words resemble each other in look, a false reading in either 
case is extremely improbable, as no variant is actually found 
in any MS. of the Peshitto, and the expression of Ephrem is an 
ancient interpretation of the Greek word found in the Vulgate 
and other early authorities. Indeed the two renderings cor- 
respond very nearly to those of the Authorized Version and 
the Bevised Version of our English Bible. The quotation 

^ We have other but less Btriking examples of paaiages quoted more than 
onoe in more or lem agreement against the Peshitto in Matt. yii. / (Luke xi. 9 b) 
and Eph. ii. 14 (see Table). 
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of Eph. iii. 19 is particularly interesting. Here Widmanstadt 
and other editions of the Peshitto have, in accordance with 
the best MSS. of that version, instead of the forcible words 
r^z; ihr€f>)9(i\Aov(rai^ r^9 yvdceias, the very tame expression )Lgl»^ 
jldOMf ' the greatness of love/ The reading of the Cologne 
MS. is LdGu*! )V^t^! i^ob, which is probably one of those late 
adaptations to the Greek, which are characteristic of this 
MS.^ On the other hand, Ephrem has, what is clearly 
another and more exact rendering of the Greek phrase, 
)V^^» ^ fih The first word is evidently intended to bring 
out the force of vW/), and the expression is free from the 
constmctional ambiguity of the reading of the Peshitto MSS. 
(b) We have several cases in which the quotations in Ephrem 
seem to point to a difierent reading of the Greek text from that 
attested by the Peshitto. Thus in the quotation of Luke ii. 52, 
Ephrem supports (ro<l>Cq koI ^kiKlq^ the ordinary and by £Eur the 
best attested reading ; whereas fjkiKCq icai (ro<l)l(^ is that of both 
the Peshitto and the Cnretonian, as well as of a few Western 
authorities. Ephrem's quotation of 2 Cor. v. 21 has ^ft\- = 
ivip fiix&v. This is found in all (?) extant Greek MSS. ; but 
the Peshitto supports the variant virip in&v. Similarly in 
his quotation of Gal. v. 22 Ephrem supports the singular 
icap7r((9, whereas the Peshitto has lh»=^KapTroC (see note in 
Table). In Ephrem iv. 51 1 b, we have in the sentence, * Now 
Christ was crucified without the gate of Jerusalem,' what 
appears to be an allusion to lfa> Trjs wSkris ivoB^^ in Heb. 
xiii. 12. It is true that in Ephrem the Old Testament parallel 
to Christ is not, as in Hebrews, the victim sacrificed outside 
the camp, but the innocent Naboth, who was taken out of the 
city and stoned. But the stress of the argument in both cases 
lies on the word ' outside,' and there is no other passage in the 
New Testament in which any special importance is attached to 

^ I am indebted to the Rev. G. H. Gwilliam, Fellow of Hertford College, 
for kindly supplying me with this and other useful information, espeoially 
about the Syriac MSS. of the Peshitto. I have attached the initials G. H. G. 
in the Table to statements made upon his authority. I gladly avail myself of 
this opportunity of acknowledging my obligations. 
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the fJM^t that Christ's cracifixioii took place outside Jerusalem. 
Now the Peshitto of Hebrews has not * outside the gate/ 
but jV-i*taD ^ ;a^ ' outside the city/ As a matter of £eu^ 
the form of the expression in the Peshitto would have better 
suited the parallel which Ephrem is drawings because it comes 
more nearly to that in i Kings xxi. 13, in which Naboth is 
said to have been taken )V«»uo ^ ^^^ * outside the city,' which 
is synonymous with )V-i*t^io ^ ^^^ of Hebrews. It would not 
be wise to lay too much stress upon what might, after all, be 
only a coincidence ; but taken with the other examples it is 
certainly significant. 

We have possibly two other examples of the same kind in 
tiie quotations from Luke i. 75 and Acts v. 41. But in the 
first the addition of the word corresponding to koL biKcuotrihrpi 
though not found in Widmanstadt, is supported by the MSS. 
of the Peshitto, and it is most probable that Widmanstadt 
omitted it by error. In the second passage the reading 
6v6iJLaTi avTov is only found in Origen and in a few other 
authorities ; moreover, the alteration is so natural, and similar 
alterations of the passage so common, that jjtobably it was 
quite independent on Ephrem's part. 

Our inquiry so far proves that Ephrem had access either to 
a complete text of the New Testament, or at least a collection 
of passages quite independent of the Peshitto : but whether 
in Greek or Syriac is not as yet shown. If we now compare 
Ephrem's quotations with the Curetonian, we shall find only 
a few instances in which the deviations from the Peshitto 
approach that version. When a quotation difiers from the 
Peshitto we usually find the two versions in agreement, and 
when not so, that they both differ in various ways from the 
quotation. Again, where in a passage quoted the Curetonian 
differs from the Peshitto, the quotation is usually found to agree 
with the latter (as e.g. Matt. v. 44, xi. 14, John v. 22), In the 
few cases in which there is some agreement between the quo- 
tation and the Curetonian against the Peshitto, there is often 
some still more striking disagreement in the same passage. 
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To take them aepaiately. In Matt. iii. 17 and xvii 5 the 
Cmetonian reads^ for \a*a^ (Pesh.) ' beloved/ M:^*:we < and mj 
beloved/ So that the passage cnrionslj nms * thou art (this 
is) my Son and my beloved/ So Ephrem quotes in v. 90 d ; 
but the rest of the clause in his quotation agrees neither with 
the Caretonian nor the Peshitto, but is paraphrased from 
Isa. xlii. I ; and where, in iv. 357 n, Ephrem again quotes 
the passage, it agrees with the Peshitto. The last might 
conceivably be a quotation out of the CSuretonian (here de- 
ficient) of the parallels in St. Mark or St. Luke, where the 
reading may have been Uyjayi*, but this is hardly likely. 
The next passage we have to refer to is Matt. v. 39 || Luke 
vi. 29 a. Ephrem's quotation is in practical agreement with 
the Curetonian ; but it may also be explained as a combina- 
tion of St. Matthew and St. Luke. The question mainly 
depends upon whether the Caretonian in St. Matthew read 
U*/ or «auo (as Pesh. in St. Luke), the original word in the 
MS. being now illegible. However, the fiEU^t that Aphraates 
quotes exactly as Ephrem makes it on the whole probable 
that they are t)oth quoting, directly or indirectly, from the 
Curetonian. The case is particularly complicated, because 
the Curetonian of Matt. v. 39 corresponds to a Greek 
variant, and is in fiict a Western reading. It is pos- 
sible, therefore, that Ephrem may have obtained it from 
the same source as some of the other variants already 
noticed^. In Ephrem's quotation of Matt. xvi. 26 t| Mark 
viii. 36 II Luke ix. 25 there is an agreement with the Cure«- 
tonian (Luke) in the use of ^L|L»: but, as this word may 
naturally have occurred to him from the second clause, it is 
not of much weight. In his quotation of Matt. xxL 38, it is 
more probable, from the order of the words, that ^ * for us ' came 
from the parallel Mark xii. 7, than from ^f , which we find in 
the Curetonian of St. Matthew. Ephrem's quotation of Luke 
X. 24 agrees with the Curetonian, but no great stress can 

^ It Bhonld be obaezred, however, that Ephrem oppoaes the Weetem text 
in Luke ii. 5a. 
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be laid apon such a slight and natnral change of order. 
In Luke xiv. 31 we get in Ephrem's qaotation what appears 
to be a conflation of Peshitto and Cnretonian readings. 
Here jrtfp^ is translated in the Cnretonian quite literally by 
1^^/, whereas the Peshitto has oi{A«* ^ his neighbour.' Ephrem 
combines the two. But the most remarkable agreement 
with the Curetonian is in the quotation of John L 3. It 
will be seen that it agrees with that version in all the three 
points in which the latter differs from the Peshitto* Some 
objection might be raised about the third. It might be 
said that Ephrem cuts his quotation short at Loot, or that 
it is uncritical to lay too much stress upon what is, after 
all, only a difference of punctuation. But considered in 
connexion with the two other points of agreement and the 
divided state of textual authorities upon this passage, the 
omission becomes significant. A partial agreement with the 
Curetonian of John v. %2, will be noticed further on. The 
quotations which have been discussed, are sufficient to prove 
that the Curetonian had some, though a slight and perhaps 
indirect, influence on the quotations of Ephrem. 

A comparison of Ephrem's quotations with Aphraates is 
not always easy, because the latter also treats the New Testa- 
ment with very great freedom. It is very possible, therefore, 
that small agreements between the two against the Peshitto 
may be only coincidences. A frirther difficulty lies in the 
fact that the number of passages which both happen to quote 
in common is very small. But we can at least safely say that 
there is but very slight evidence of any deviation in Ephrem 
from the Peshitto in this direction. We generally find that 
when one of these writers' quotations differs from the Peshitto, 
the other agrees. In other cases they both disagree in different 
ways. We have, for instance, in Matt. xxv. 34-40, a long 
passage which is quoted, or perhaps we should say para- 
phrased, by both. Here the variations of Ephrem from the 
Peshitto are very numerous ; and yet only one^ and that a 
very insignificant one, is found in Aphraates. In £act the 

VOL. ni. I 
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yariations of both are natural enoagh, if we regard the first 
as a loose memoiiter quotation, the latter as a compressed 
paraphrase of the Peshitto. We will take the other quotations 
containing agreements with Aphraates against the Peshitto 
in their order. In qaoting Matt. v. 4 both combine Luke 
vi. 21, so far at any rate as to make a separate beatitude 
for the ' mourners ' (Al»/) and the * weepers ' (^*&d) ; but en- 
tirely disagree in the language of these beatitudes, which in 
both writers has striking peculiarities. In the first, as given 
by Aphraates, the word yc^AAs]^ 'shall be supplicated' is 
clearly, as Dr. Zahn has pointed out {FoneA. II. ii. 16), a 
different rendering of the Gh:«ek vapoKXriOria-ovTaL In Matt. 
V. 39 the agreement with Aphraates may possibly have 
arisen from a similar combination of Matthew and Luke ; 
but the fiict that it is apparently so found, as has been already 
pointed out, in the Cnretonian, and probably also in the 
Diatessaron, makes this improbable. Matt. xxv. 41 is twice 
quoted by Ephrem and once by Aphraates, and all three 
quotations agree in omitting the word jp^^ii^^f 'eternal' 
after ))qJ^ 'fire,' This can hardly be accidental. The same 
may be said also of the agreement of Ephrem with Aphra- 
ates in the insertion of oi^a^ in John iii. 34. Unfortunately 
the Curetonian is here partly defective. The quotations of 
John V. 22 are again interesting. Aphraates twice quotes 
this passage in exact agreement with the Curetonian, which 
compared with the Peshitto has ' will give ' for ' hath given.' 
Moreover the verb is different, and in a different order, and 
there is also a difference of order at the beginning of the 
verse. In this latter respect only the quotation of Ephrem 
agrees. In John ziv. 27 Ephrem and Aphraates agree in 
adding ia^ 'my' after f^^- 'peace;' but the addition is 
very natural, especially by Aphraates, who only gives the 
first clause. In quoting i Cor. xv. 53, both writers make a 
similar transposition ; the words ' mortal ' and ' immortality ' 
being placed in the first clause, 'corruptible' and 'incor- 
ruption ' in the second ; but the actual language of the two 
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does not quite agree. The reading of ll^oio *and this' 
found in Aphraates, and nearly agreeing with Ephrem, is 
most probably the true reading of the Peshitto. In 2 Cor. 
y. 21 the reading by Aphraates of yV\^>o, synonymous but 
not agreeing with ^ft\- of Ephrem, and = Greek {m\p fujL&Vt 
would almost seem to point to an error in the Peshitto text 
(r=v7r€f> ifi&v), but that no variants are actually found. 

On the other hand, it is important to notice that there are 
some very remarkable readings found in the quotations of 
Aphraates, which do not appear in the quotations of the same 
passages by Ephrem. Two of them, in the quotations of 
Matt. V. 4, John v. 22, have already been noticed : but there 
are others equally significant. For example, Aphraates thrice 
quotes I Cor. iii. 16 with the variant Iwio 'Christ' for the 
first )o»^^ ' God.' He must therefore have been &miliar with 
the text in this form, but Ephrem's quotation, though it has 
several other variants, agrees in thiB respect with the Peshitto. 
Similarly Aphraates twice quotes Eph. ii. 5, 6, and in both 
quotations reads ^fuof 'lifted us up' for the almost synony- 
mous ^^fi » f»/ 'raised us up,' which is found in Ephrem and 
Peshitto. 

The evidence for establishing any possible relation between 
the quotations of Ephrem and the Diatessaron is even more 
slight. When we bear in mind that Ephrem's commentary 
on the Diatessaron is our only certain source of information 
concerning its contents and text ^, we should naturally have 
expected to find traces of this so-called Harmony in his 
other works. But as a fact we find very few variants from 
the Peshitto according with what appears to be the text 
of the Diatessaron. That in Ephrem's quotation of Matt. 
V. 39 has already been noticed. Ephrem also quotes Matt. 

^ It is true that Dr. Zahn and his foUowen mAintftin that aU the quotations 
of Aphraates are from the Diatessaron. I have already in a review of Dr. 
Bert's translation of Aphraates in the Clauieal Revi&w of December, 1889, 
ventured to give the reasons why this opinion seems to me to rest on insuffi- 
cient evidence, and it is not necessaiy for my present purpose to repeat them, 
as that question does not affect the main arguments of this paper. 
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XV. 27 without the singular addition of ^«wmi*o 'and live/ 
which is found both in the Peshitto and Caretonian, but not 
apparently in the Diatessaron. But this may reasonably be 
classed with those other variants of Ephrem which accord 
with the Greek text against the Peshitto : or it may be right, 
on the other hand, to regard the quotation as stopping at the 
word yOOM^^f 'of their masters.' We find the same uncertainty 
in Ephrem*s first quotation of Luke ii. 34, which runs, ' is set 
for the fall and rise^.^ The use of this expression without any 
further limitation is certainly curious. Now in the translation 
of the Commentary on the Diatessaron (see Zahn, II. ii. § 4) 
we have licce hie itat in ruinam et in resurrectianem et in ^^num 
contradictionis^ and Ephrem's comment shows that this is not 
an abbreviation, but a real variant. It seems likely therefore 
that we have in this quotation an omission of the words ' of 
many in Israel,' influenced by the Diatessaron. The division 
of the sentences between the third and fourth verses of John i, 
which we find apparently in Ephrem and certainly in the 
Curetonian^ seems also to be borne out by the Diatessaron ; 
but here either the Curetonian or possibly some Greek text 
may be responsible for the variant. 

The results of our inquiry may be thus summarised. The 
quotations of Ephrem may be considered under three heads : — 
(i) Those which are in exact or practical agreement with the 
Peshitto, or at any rate give us no ground for supposing that 
he used any other text. (2) Those which bear some relation 
to an extra-Peshitto Syriac text. (3) Those which point 
directly, or indirectly, but not through the medium of the 
Peshitto, to some Greek text. 

(i) Of the first class, which comprises the great bulk of 
Ephrem's quotations, nothing more need be said. (2) The 
second class may be considered, I think, as proving an 
acquaintance on Ephrem's part with pre-Peshitto readings. 
For though there is a considerable difierence of opinion on 
the part of Syriac scholars about the exact relations between 

^ The aeoond agrees partially with the Peshitto. 



Quotations of Epkrem Syrus. 117 

the Cnretonian, the Diatessaron, and Aphraates, it seems 
pretty clear that they all represent a text, in part, at least, 
more ancient than the Peshitto. These quotations may be 
explained in two ways : either Ephrem was himself acquainted 
with some earlier Syriac text in addition to the Peshitto, or 
that revision of the earlier Syriac text which constituted the 
Peshitto was not absolutely complete in his time. The 
reverse argument, that the Peshitto text, as we now know 
it, was definitely fixed and authoritative in the Church of 
Edessa, because it was the text used by Ephrem, seems there- 
fore to require some modification. 

(3) The third class of readings, though they carry us 
beyond the original purpose of this paper, are the most inter- 
esting, because the evidence they furnish is the most com- 
plete. Whence, we naturally ask, did Ephrem obtain these 
readings? Two alternative answers at once suggest them- 
selves, {a) He may have found them in some revised Syriac 
textj or at any rate in a Syriac text approximating, in 
some cases at least, more closely to the Greek than either to 
the Peshitto or the Curetonian. But there is no independent 
evidence of the existence of such a Syriac version at this 
time, {b) The facts would be equally well accounted for if we 
supposed that in certain passages variants corresponding to the 
Greek, or else the actual readings of the Greek, were known 
to him. As Dr. Zahn {Forsch. II. i. p. 59) has pointed out, 
he makes distinct reference to the Greek Text in his com- 
mentary on the Old Testament, and also in his commentary 
on the Diatessaron. That he does not in the latter by the 
' Greek ' mean the Peshitto, an explanation suggested by 
Zahn as at least possible, seems proved by his instancing 
iKklBri as the reading of the Greek Text of John ii. I in- 
stead of iKkfiBri^ whereas the latter is read by the Peshitto ^. 
It seems therefore most natural to suppose that he knew at 
any rate enough Greek for the purpose of comparing texts. 
But the alternative explanation which Dr. Zahn proposes is 

^ Graeciu icribit rtcuhuit et defedt yinum, Zfthn, ForteK IL H. § la. 
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equally possible, namely, that he availed himself of the 
labours of some Graeco-Syriac scholar ; or, possibly, possessed 
a MS. of the Peshitto, in which the variant Greek readings 
in a Syriac dress were placed in the margin, much in the 
same way, in fact, as the variants of the Old and New 
Testament are sometimes given in English in our Revised 
Version. There is evidence of constant intercourse be- 
tween the Greek and Syrian Christians both at Antioch and 
Edessa, at any rate at a period rather later than this ^ ; 
and it is impossible that variants between the Peshitto and 
Greek text should have failed to attract notice. Indeed 
it was probably the existence of such differences which 
had already caused the revision of the ancient Curetonian. 
Some knowledge of the Greek Text seems further proved 
by the one unmistakeable allusion to the Apocalypse (v. i. 
See also i Thess. v. % in Table). If Graeco-Syriac scholars 
were not contented with the Cauon of the Peshitto, it is not 
surprising that they should not have been always contented 
with the Syriac text. Whether it was directly or indirectly 
that Ephrem obtained from some Greek text these variants 
is a matter of small consequence, but it is important to show 
that such variants were known and sometimes preferred by 
a Syriac writer of the fourth century. 



ADDITIONAL NOTE. 

No attempt has been made in this paper to deal with the 
quotations of Aphraates, except so far as they bear upon those 
of Ephrem. The same questions as before arise with regard 
to Aphraates. Was the source of those free quotations and 
adaptations, with which his Homilies are so frequently inter- 
woven, the Peshitto, the Curetonian, or the Diatessaroni The 
first alternative was that adopted by Dr. Wright, and was con- 
firmed with very exhaustive arguments by Abb6 Martin. The 
second has found able advocates in Qermany; but the third is 
that which, under the influence of Dr. Zahn and his followers, 

^ See on thii point the paper by the Bev. G. H. GrwiUiMn on the Syriao 
EosebiMi CaDons in StvadAa Bibliea, vol. ii. p. 265. 
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may be said now to hold the field in that country. It is admitted, 
however, that the text of the Diateesaron, considered apart from its 
complex structure, must have rather closely resembled that of the 
Curetonian, which in their view holds an intermediate place 
between the Diatessaron and the Peshitto. Abb^ Martin, as in 
the case of Ephrem, accounts for the extreme freedom of quotation 
on the part of Aphraates, and the amount of variation from the 
Peshitto, by the supposition that he wrote in metre, in this case a 
very complicated metre (see p. 128). But we may safely say at 
least this much, that, when we can compare the three together, 
the quotations of Aphraates do generally, as a fact, approximate 
far more closely to the Curetonian than to the Peshitto. We see 
this clearly in the examples of the three given by Abb6 Martin on 
p. 118, and again on pp. 189, 190. The last are from Matt. vi. 
19-21, xi. 28-30, xviii. 15-17, xxii. 28-30, Luke xii. 18-20. 
If we calculate the number of variants between the two versions 
in these passages, we shall find that in ten cases Aphraates sup- 
ports the reading of the Peshitto, but in as many as twenty-four 
that of the Curetonian. But the numbers here given do not convey 
the full force of the argument, because the points of agreement 
with the Curetonian are generally of more importance than those 
with the Peshitto. For example, in Matt. vi. 19 we find the most 
singular addition by the Curetonian of the words ^^A.fo and the 
omission of JLoio (p^wni) both confirmed by Aphraates, so that the 
sentence runs, ' the place where the moth falleth and corrupteth.' 
Again in Luke xii. 19 both Aphraates and the Curetonian have 
-fft^^*^ ;a»{o 'and he said to his soul,' instead of the Peshitto read- 
ing ■— -^'^ iJidto ' and I will say to my soul.' Abb^ Martin indeed 
makes this last an argument for dating the Curetonian later than 
Aphraates. He argues that this reading was an intentional altera- 
tion of the Peshitto text by Aphraates, due to the way in which it 
is introduced, 'When he had heaped up much produce from his 
land, he said;' bat that in the Curetonian it is forced and difficult 
to explain unless derived from Aphraates. He therefore suggests 
that the Curetonian may represent a revision made partly from 
Aphraates. But it may be fairly replied that the Curetonian read- 
ing, which may be simply a lapsus calami, does at least make fair 
sense; and that^ after all, the quotation of Aphraates equally 
spoils the parable, according to which the rich man died before he 
could actually congratulate himself on his goods laid up for many 
years. 
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QUOTATIONS FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT IN 

EPHREM SYRUS COMPARED WITH 

THE PESHITTO, ETC. 



PasMgee quoted. 



Matt. iii. 8 
Luke iii. 8 a 

Matt. iii. 17 
xvii. 5, 
cf. Mark i. 1 1 
Luke iii. 22 

.... OJOti 



Matt.Y.8&4, 
cf. also Luke 
vi. 2X 



Matt. V. 18 

)oop. The rest 
of the verse is 
paraphrased 
Matt. V. 28 
—\U\ ^ 



ReferenoeB 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickeirs 

CarminA. 



vi. 383 B 



IV- 357 i> 



V. 90 D 



vi. 473 D 



IV. 300 c 



V. 1740 



Vaiiationa from Peshitto 
(Widmaiutadt). 



om. %i*doi and ^ and 

A^QA^ff] transposed to 
after \)X:^\ 



no varr. 



for J^^nriM, mAaSmaO 
for]^^i^j/,wadJ 

(from Is. xKi. 1) 
for y<»OMAa^, JLdGk^ (bis) 

for ^kA\\ ^*\ ill 

for yOjLMD yCUOtf , ^ jUf 

insert (after v. 4) |b o^ o 



».dl^ (partly from 
Luke vi. 21) 



no varr. 



for )m, 1>— ? 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
geo, IL ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. in xvii. 5 agrees with 
Pesh., but in iii. 17 has 
2nd person as in Mark 
i. 1 1) Luke iii. 22, neither 
of which are extant in Cur. 

So Cur. (Matt.) 



Cur, agrees with Pesh., 
but transposes w. 4 and 
5 with D, etc. So Aph. 
p. 41. Aphraates' quota- 
tion is very free, but he 
has in ver. 4 the very 

curious yOflLadl^ yOOi^? 

for yOJUd]^ y^^h ^^^ 
somewhat similarly to 
Ephrem he distinguishes 
the blessings on the )Udi^ 
(Matt.) and ^*ad (Luke). 
So Cur. 



Cur. has for o^^Jf ^l^ 
o»^ ^^o; and om. |»-^ 
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Beferenoes 




to Ephrem 


Passages quoted. 


£Dlio (Borne) 




sndBickeU's 




Cannina. 


Matt. T. 39 


V. 164 B 


Liuke vi. 29 a 




Uio? e^ 




l^w 




Matt. V. 44 


iv. 463 P 


ql^« toeudof 




verse 




cf.L11kevi.28 


• 


Matt. vi. 9 


vi. 641 C 






andi2a»cu^ji. 




to end of verse 




of. Luke zi. 




^'^ 




Matt. vi. 34 


(v. Sib) 
(V.342F3 


Alk« 


OfV-a*d 




Matt. vii. 7 


vi. 261, 


Luke xi. 9 b 


262 


» »f 


vi. 369 D 


QA.GLA 




MftViAkoO 




yoa^ 




Matt. ix. 2, 




8eeLukev.20 




Matt. ix. 13 b 


iv. 490 A 


Mark ii. 17 




Lukev. 32 




fc-l?;-^» 




to the end 





Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



as in Luke but for the 
insertion of ^ at the 
beginning (as in Matt.) 



for 



for ^If \iaJI, ? y\ 



for tAft^D, Xs^^m 



paraphrastic combina- 
tion of Matt, and Luke 
though introduced as a 
direct quotation, e. g. 



for yOA^ M»]^t^o, 
\jI M.VA V^lL^^o 



ins. lua^tf oi;«d, and 
change from ist to 3rd 
person in consequence; 
ins. )«j» before 
ILqsuV^ (Which last 
word is read with 
Luke) 



References to the Cuzetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright^s edition), 
Diatessaron (Za&i's Foischnn- 
gen, n. ii\ Greek Text, and 
otner remarks. 



So Aph. 180. Cur. (Matt. 
V. 39) agrees very nearly 
with this quotation. Cur. 
(Luke vi. 29) wanting. 
Cf. Diatessaron. Qui per- 
ct^t maxUla/m tuam, 2^^" 
rige ei et alteram partem 
(Forsch. n. ii. § 17). 

Cur. (Matt.) om. ^u^f 

o )»<>^ii:» yftn\ which 

occurs in both Matt, and 
Luke in Pesh. Cur. 
(Luke) wanting. Aph. 34 

has yOAd yOi^jU^. 

Aph. 37 <ftto only 
Cur. (Matt.) has ^l» >? 

Cur. (Luke) ^1m 
. So Aph. 






Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Matt, and Mark in Pesh. 
are identical. Cur. agrees 
with Pesh. in both. Aph. 
385 dififers considerably, 
but is equally Unlike quo- 
tations. 



Cur. wanting. 

Aph. 150 y;jo, and simi- 
lar change to 3rd person. 
Aph. 455 exactly as Pesh. 
(Matt., Luke). Pesh. 
(Mark) omits ILoa^k^ 
with best Gk. MSS. Cur. 
wanting. 
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Passages quoted. 



Matt. X. 6 



Matt. z. 41 a 
Matt. xi. 13, 

cf. Luke xvi. 

16 



Matt. xi. 14 

Matt. xi. 28- 

30 
Matt. xi. 20 



Matt. xii. 25 

owl— 
Matt. XV. 27 



cf. Mk.yii.28 



Matt. xvi. 2, 3 
Luke xii. 54' 

56 

Matt. xvi. 18 
II 



OP 

Matt. xvi. 22 
^ «m^ to 
end of verse 



BefereDces 

to Ephrem 

folio (Borne) 

andBickeU's 

CSannina. 



V. 379 B 



VI. 290 E 

iv. 287r 



V.315D 
vi. 372B 
V. 298 E 



IV. 474 



vi. 585 D 



V. 320B 



V. 166 B 



vi. 618 c 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



om. V^l;«V^ 
for )Ld»X LqJ^, %:^ 

for Of»lr, «I^f 
for^^i^Aao, iQ»\> 
for \Z»AJ ^""^ yOoi!^, 
(cf. St. Luke) 



no varr. 



a homiletical para- 
phrase 

no varr. 



for QA^iDD, ILoA^^ao 

for ^,>\ft/, ^-v^m 
placed before yOoM^^f 

for )LoLsd, lioQOsd 
om. IfoViA ^ ^>\ftjf 

(with Mark vii. 28, 
which is otherwise verj 
different) 



a curious mixed para- 
phrase 



Beferenoes to the Caretonian, 
Aphraates (Wright*8 edition), 
DiatessarcsL (Zatm's ForBchnn- 
geiiy II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



)l 



lLaaD( 



for )roi y)^ looiLf 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Aph. 28 has iflDoaDj 
llkio (combining Matt, 
and Luke) and adds 
JLffA^jMs after ^Imcu. 

Cur. has for o\''fco, 

Aph. 119 abridges 28- 
30, corresponding to Pesh. 
but for omissions, among 
them that quoted bj 
Ephrem from ver. 29. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. adds ii*^ but other- 
wise agrees with Pesh. 
In Matt, both Pesh. and 
Cur. add at end ^mi*o, 
which is not found in any 
Gk. Text, nor in Diates- 
saron(Forsch. IL ii § 37). 
The Philoxenian in Mark 
vii. 28 has idodsd. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. for looiLf, |ooiL )l. 
Diatessaron, %U hocfaeiaa 
(Forsch. II. ii. § 42). 
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Passages qaoted. 



Matt. xvi. 26 
Mark yiii. 36 
Luke ix. 25 



Matt. xvii. 5, 
vid. iii. 17 

Matt. xix. 30 
Mark x. 31 

Matt. XX. 18, 

19 yOf^O 

Markx.33,34 



Matt. XX. 22 
Mark x. 38 

Matt. XX. 28 



Matt.xxi.2,3, 
8eeMk.xi.2,3 

Matt. xxi. 9 
Mark xi. 9 
Luke xix. 38 

Matt. xxi. 38 

cf. Markxii. 7 
and Luke xx. 

Matt. xxi. 41 



Beferenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio (Borne) 

andBickeU'0 

Garmiiia. 



VI. 333 *■ 



iv. 177 B 



IV. 5 2 2-3 



vi. 615 £ 



IV. 440 E 



Vl. 211 C 



IV. 511 A 



iv. 506 D 



Variaiioiui from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



paraphrase, for JLfotl^, 
^L)j ; for )Lai^, ^ ^ 



for imm9 . . . O, OMkAj 

oi2^ kw^o U^r II? 



om. ^f JjJs^tt 
om. f before yOOeP 

for ^j.** ^ fl S n>, 
a i, » ft N IP, and for 

pN V aw, ykl^Vuaj; om. 



for M 






no varr. 



ins. after oot, oei 



ins. ^ before oiLoL;^ 
(perbt^ps from lootLo 
)LoU ^f of Mark) 



no varr. 






Beferenoes to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 

So Cur. in Luke. This is 
2nd verb in Mark and 
Luke (Pesb.). 

Cf. Mark ix.44,46 (Pesh.). 



Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesb. Cur. in Matt, adds 
yOOop ^before final |y^f^. 

Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesb. Cur. (Matt.) agrees 
with Pesb. Cur. (Mark) 
wanting. 



Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesb. Cur. (Matt.)agrees 
with Pesb. Cur, (Mark) 
wanting. 

So Cur. 



Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesb. Luke adds jirkSj» 
before )Lif. Cur. agrees 
witb Pesb. in Matt, and 
Luke, wanting in Mark. 

Luke transposes tbe last 
two words. So too Cur. 
(Luke). Cur. (Matt.) bas 

So Cur. 
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Passages qnoted. 



Matt. xxiv. 1 5 
Mark xiii. 1 4 



Matt. xxiv. 42 
h to end of 
verse 

Matt. xxy. 6 

Matt. xxY. 

Matt. XXV. 2 1 
^•ao — our 



References 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickell's 

Carmina. 



V. 222 E 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



Matt. XXV. 30 
(cf. 41) 

Matt. XXV. 34 



Matt. XXV. 34 

Matt. XXV. 34 
-40 



VI. 529 A 

iv. 493 D 

vi. 306 B 
vi. 307 D 

vi. 489 E 



vi. 489 D 



VI. 291 c 



VI. 535 c 



vi.642B,F 



nearly as in Mark but 
for^?,jf^;forjMLi^ 

Matt, has two unimpor- 
tant verbal differences, 
for ]\^^M. ]^U, U«U 

for yaa;jM»y IL^^C?) 
no varr. 



insert after ^, «^ in 
both quotations 



for cu/, 0/ 
om. iiiftwo/— ^ 
ins. before 






for MOfOJidf, m)^^! 
apparently from 41 



paraphrase, but for 

perhaps from xxv. 41 
no varr. 



34. for — jlo'^N^^ 

35. ins. ? at the begin- 
ning; for ««^ yOV^OM 

for V-«oi«o, ]of.fo 

yJ.Jot>.a t/>0 — juLAd^ 

placed after yjj oLi:^>tf 
inver.36. ins. o before, 
and om. bwooi after 

36.for)u^*x,%^;:^c; 



References to the Gnretonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Fosschmi- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting in Matt, and 
Mark. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 
Aph. 23 in a paraphrastic 
quotation alludes to 
omitted words. 

Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 

r^v ^TotfjuMO-fuvriP^ Gk. 
Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 

Paraphrased in Aph. 380, 
381. Though verses 37- 
39 are compressed into a 
single clause, Aph. often 
agrees with Pesh. against 
Ephrem, but agrees with 
Ephrem against Pesh.only 
in reading V^oei )oi«fo. 

Aph. also transposes 

yjj ol^ualOO — \0dmoi, but 
with the second, not as 
Ephrem the first, clause of 
ver. 36. 

ins. o before OM 4^; forft^oo 
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Passages quoted. 



Matt. xxY. 

34-40 
(continued) 



Matt. XXY. 41 

see also xxv. 
30 and 34 



Matt. xxvi. 8,9 
John xii. 4, 5, 
cf. Mark xiv. 

4' 5 



Matt xxvi. 65 
Matt, xxvii. 20 

Matt, xxvii. 45 
toU*? 
cf. Mk.xv. 33, 
Lakexxiii.44 

Matt.xxyiii.i8 

cf. John iii. 
35, xiii. 3 



Beferences 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickell's 

Garmina. 



vi. 498 E 
vi. 244 B 



VI. 410 B 



IV. 511 B 

V, 122 D 



V. 309 P 



V. 215 F 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmaxutadt). 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn*s Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



V^ooi |«JL»/, }^fJb\ V^oo»; om. o before yol^L/. 
37. for yO<j0Jj ^t«oi, ^f*oi ^oiXf; after ILaI^ 1 adds 

^Oidf eiioft^ ^f ; ins. f before wV^m/; for ^ftd? 
1^/, \jLSb^ «#^:o ; after \i^ adds jxa^o )ue*.o. 

38, 39. clausesvery much transposed and abbreviated. 

40. for jla^jo Uk., )i»»aY> U:^ ; for ^^\, 4Jo|j; 
ins. after yooi^y o^LtSi^ ^\ jjiIfjL^; ins. after 
^^^h ^^\ ^^' ^ r^\ transposes >^ and 
^A^of ; om. 00) ; after yoL«.abX adds o^oX ol 

jiiiVii ^t l^OfOi yJLd )Laa^:)o oLi*o. 

Cur. wanting. 



no varr. but neither 
quotation has ttN\\ y, 
and the second adds 



apparently free para- 
phrastic combination 
of Matt, and John. The 
chief variations are 
for jLioi \j^l tivi\ 
(Matt), Iljoi y< 
JjiJBDGu* 01^; for 

[John) and 
Matt.), Um? 



/rom Matt. xxvi. 7) 
no varr. 

om. \ before yoooki 



allusion to rather than 
quotation from Matt.; 
before V^a* ins. % \»^\ 
before )oo» ins. »N¥>/ 

ins. before ^^, %*:>} ^ 
from John; ins. before 

r 



Aph. 381 also omits 
yfc\v\f, and, except for 
rhetorical expansion at 
the beginning, nearly 
agrees with Pesh. 
Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



126 An Examination of the New Testament 



PaaaageB quoted. 



Mk. i. II, see 
Matt. iii. 17 

Mk. i. 24 \^ 



Mk. ii. 5, see 

Lukev. 20 
Mk. ii. 17, see 

Matt. ix. 13 
Mk. vii. 28, see 

Matt. XY. 27 
Mk.yiii.36,see 

Matt. xvi. 26 
Mk. X. 31, see 

Matt. xix. 30 
Mk. X. 33, 34, 

see Matt. xx. 

18, 19 
Mk. X. 38, see 

Matt. XX. 22 
Mk. xi. 2, 3 



cf. Matt. xxi. 
2, 3 and Lake 
xi^K, 30, 3 1 



Mk. xi. 9, see 
Matt. xxi. 9 

Mk. xii. 7, see 
Matt. xxi. 38 

Mk.xiii.i4,Eee 
Matt.xxiv. 15 

Mk. xiii. 32 



Mk. xiv. 4, 5, 
seeMatt.xxyi. 
8,9 



Referenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andlEdckeirB 

Carmina. 



YI. 102 B 



IV. 108, 

109 



VI. 144 B 



Yarifttiona from Peehitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



no varr. 



combination of Matt, 
and Mark 

compared with Mark 
om. o».Adl — oaitf (not 

in Matt.); for ou/ ylo 

;:o)j,^pD/yIt(innone 

of the synoptists); for 

IL^ yoL/ (from Mark 5 
or Luke); for oi^, ^oo»^ 



an abbreviated refer- 
ence rather than a quo- 
tation ; no evidence of 
variations 



Referanoei to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wriglit^s edition), 
Diateaaaron (Zakn's Forachun- 
gen, IL ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. (Mk.) wanting. Cur. 
(Matt, and Luke) has 
many verbal variations 
from Pesh., but in the 
only important variation 
for ypD (Pesh. Matt. Mk. 
Luke), yOotpD (Matt), 

oi^jo (Mk.) differs from 
quotation where Pesh. 
agrees. 



Cur. wanting. 
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quoted. 



Mk. XY. 33, see 
Mat.xxvii.45 



Luke i. 17 

Luke i. 32, 33 

^1^0 to end 

of verse 33 



„ „ (from 
Luke i. 33 

Lake i. 34 — 
U«^? ver. 38 



Lukei.73lbQ«? 
to end of 75 



Rdferenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio(Bome) 

audBickell's 

Carmina. 



Variations from Peiliitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



V. 315 I> 



IV. 404 



V. 142 c 
y. 2 16 A 

Yi.6o5D,E 



iv. 438 c 



Luke i. 78, 79 
Lukeii.34ip*flD 



t^«>ft\e 



Lukeii.34]puAs 



Luke ii. 52 to 



!▼• 367 B 



lY. 129, 
130 



lY. 404 F 



iv. 562 B 



for oof, llioi. |Lo^ and 
ILm* transposed 

for eii^ "^Vjo, o»^o 

%dOM; om. — y\^ fo 
p \ V \ ; for AQ^, 

li^ft\oa ; forjoop, 
no varr. 
no varr. 



an evident paraphrase, 
differing very widely 
but following the lines 
of Pesh. 

ins. at the end of 75 



introduced by 



for 



no varr. 



Vpo»d? 



for yLrfU»,^^MbAiL/; for 
i v^ > O) )V.jo.>j» ; for 

for ^f >^Qja.*, * 
transposes o»lboo( 
and otV^aofiUfcd 



Keferenoet to the Caretonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, IL ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur, wanting. 



So Ok. Text and most MSS. 
of Pesh.; others read 
jLoLAd. Widmanstadt's 
reading is unsupported by 
MSS. (Q. H. G.). Cur. 
wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. The absence 
of the words \\ 1 ^mf 
%fiff*--^ should perhaps 
be regarded as an omis- 
sion, as they do not occur 
in Diatessaron (Forsch.!!. 
ii. § 4). See above, p. 1 16. 

Cur. wanting. 



Expressly quoted as said 
by Luke. Cur. agrees with 
Pesh.intheorderofwords, 
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Passages quoted. 



Luke ii. 52 
(continued) 



Luke iii. 8, see 
Matt. iii. 8 

Luke iii. 22, 
BeeMatt.iii.17 

Luke V. 20 

cf. Matt. ix. 2 

Mk. ii. 5 
Lukev. 32,866 

Matt. ix. 13 
Luke vi: 2 1 , 

see Matt. v. 8 
Luke vi. 29, 

8eeMatt.v.39 
Luke yii. 39 



Luke yii. 41, 
42 to 



Luke X. 24 
Lukexi.2yQd( 

Bee also Matt, 
vi. 9 



Beferenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio (Borne) 

andBickeirs 

Gannina. 



VI. 370 D 



VI. 404 E 



vi. 406 A 



IV. 435 
vi. 551 A 



Variationi from Peshitto 
(Widmanttadt). 



1;^^ placed after m)^ 



Matt, and Mark have 



paraphrase with con- 
siderable verbal differ- 
ences 

ins. after oooi, Ula; ins. 
t before ^»^ ; om. )u«f 
(bis); loot iftAM placed 
after )U» .^ti ■> ; for 

yOf>».\>t ; ins. after 



low; i 



ms. 



after 

transposes yOo^i^^V^ 
and xti'xwk. ; ins. after 
«AdA, ^oi? )ooi 

there are besides many 
transpositions 

transposed 
omits 



and \o}^f 



Beferences to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Za^'s Forachun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



but adds i^no before 
o>VvtnMr»; but the order 
in the quotation agrees 
with the best attested 
reading of Gk. Text. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
where quotation differs. 

Cur. differs in three vlL 
from Pesh., but in none 
of these it agrees with 
quotation. 



Cur, agrees with quota- 
tion against Pesh, 

Probably an abbreviation. 
Cur, agrees with Pesh., 
though best Ok.MSS. om. 
^ft&p 6 cV roir ohpcofois^ The 
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quoted. 



Luke xi. 2 
(continued) 

Luke xi. 4, see 
Matt. yi. 12 

Luke xi. 9, Bee 
Matt. vii. 7 

Luke xii. 32 

Luke xii. 54- 
56, see Matt, 
xvi. 2, 3 

Luke xiv. 31 



fCflftOVBOOtti 

to Ephrdm 
folio (Borne) 
iiiidBickeU*8 

GMmina. 



IV. 443 B 
Y. 302 B 



V. 487 A 



Vamtioiui from Peihitto 
(WidTnamtftdt). 



Luke ZY. 24 



» )} 



Luke xvii. 2 1 

•#01— 



Luke zix.30,31, 
8eeMk.xi.2,3 

Luke six. 38, 
8eeMatt.xxi.9 

Luke XX. 1 4, see 
Matt. xxi. 38 

Luke xxii. 44 



vi. 370 D 



iv, 562 D 
cf. F 



Luke xxiii. 2 



Luke xxiii. 34 

VOL. III. 



Carm. 



no yarr. 
no yarr. 



BeferenoeB to the Curetonian, 
Aphnatee (WrighVt edition), 
Dubtenftron (Zahn's Fonohun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other ifimarka. 



words IwJAAdt in yi. 64 1 
are from Matt. yi. 9. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Cur, agrees with Pesh. 



for Ia^jd 9Aac^ |ll»/ 

)iA^aD ^ 001; iOT^)i 



69 
iy. 511 B 

V. 233 B 



tti^ ; ins. after la^, 

for )joi, ^ ; for 

]S^} ]C^^oL (eyi- 
dently a paraphrase) 
no yarr. 

for ycuuao, ^i;» (caused 

by adaptation of the 
passaged correct in f, 
which noweyer omits 



Cur. generally agrees 
with Pesh., except that it 

reads |lifM/foroi4;:u*. The 
quotation in haying both 
words combines the read- 
ings of Pesh. and Cur. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. has for y( 



unmistakeable allusion 
to the bloody sweat, as 
in Pesh. 

no yarr. 



no yarr. 



So also Cur. 



Cur. has y^oiAC for li^^^^ 
and a few other slight 
yariations from Pesh. 

Cur. has 0/ for (a/. 
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Passages quoted. 



Luke xxiii. 44, 

see Matt. 

xxvii. 45 
Luke xxiv. 49 

yO%^f to end 

of verse 



John i. 3 



John I. 9, see 

viii. 12 
Johniii.34 

r^] Jo« II 

Uoi— 



John iii.35,Bee 
Mat.xxviii.i8 

John iv. 22 
yoj/ — IL* 

John V. 22 



John vi. 40 
to end of 



verse 



John vi. 52 
Ua«/ to end 
of verse 



Beferenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickeU*8 

GanninA. 



IV. 505 B 



iv. 18 E 



Variatioiis from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



V. 90 D 



V. 310 A 



iv. 446 B 



vi. 336 D 



VI. 102 F 



no van*. 



adds after ^%ip, o^ ; for 
oit^lid, e».d ; om. ff^ 



no varr. 
ins, after U^oi, 01 



supposed allusion to 
this passage in ^ 



for Af W i-'^^oot y 

a paraphrase; ins. after 
"^j |ll«/; om. )JLm 
o liA^ ; for o^, «*» ; 
for yOoiJ, o»^ l^i; 
for |LW) )oft-i»CLif 

for )ii*^ »/, ^A^i ; for 
)-»; om. 



Beferencefl to the Garelonian, 
Aphraates (Wright^s edition), 
Diatesaaron (Zahn's Forachun* 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Quoted as words of the 
Evangelist. Quotation 
agrees exactly with Cur., 
which takes ^e last two 
words in close connexion 
with next verse, with Ok. 
AOL, etc. So prohably 
Tatian's Diatessaron 
(Forsch. n. ii. §1). 

Cur, very defective, but 
has for ILod, )^S>i>ft>. 
Aph. 123 has )VN>ft'> and 
addsoi^^!^, andfor )q»^( , 
Jid/ (after )u*o)) from 
verse 35. 

Quoted asour Lord's words, 
iJio/ yuo aU --?, but 
evidently a contracted 
quotation of Is. ii. 3. 

Cur. has same order as quo- 
tation, but for ^Ir, yO^, 

and for ot^ot^, oiou2^biij 
after instead of before 
oi^a!^. SoAph. 123,276. 

Cur. agrees with Fesh. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. ex- 
cept that it places 01;,^ 
after, instead of before 



^^^^mt^^t^^^ 
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Passages qaoted. 



John vii. 1 1 

John vii. 38 

John viii. 1 2 

cf. i. 9 and 
I John i. 7 

John viii. 44 

John viii. 46 

John xi. 4 

John xi. 1 1 
)|^:^toendof 
verse 



John xi. 50 
w*Aftftoendof 
verse 
♦ John xi 51,52 
^^^f to end 
of 62 



John xi. 52 
IbLid to end of 
verse 



John xii. 4, 5, 

see Matt. 

xxvi. 8, 9 
John xiii. 3, 

see Matt. 

xxviii. 18 
John xiv. 2 

►I — ^Ki^^ 



Beferenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickeU's 

Garmina. 



IV. 353 
iv. 524 E 
vi. 509 E 



Variations from Peehitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



no varr. 



no varr. 



iv. 560 F 

V. 298 E 
vi. 274 c 
vi. 301 D 



for iift\Vy, \\}^\ (from 
i.9)jforJl^»**k^f ^, 

(from I John i. 7); for 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Biatessaron (Zahn^s Forachun* 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



no varr. 



no varr. 



ins. after )Lqm, oot 



IV. 475 B 



V. 66 F 



and ^jL^i^ trans- 
posed; ins.before^A^J^, 

oc» ; for V,\ -%.)] VI 

h, ell 



IV- 534 A 



iv. 463 c 



no varr. 



abridged quotation, 
om. from first -^^x to 
11/; om. ]ooi after 
^^^f ; ins. after 

allusion rather than 
quotation, order much 
altered; for ^^|j:tiMf, 

0001 ^ibA^^fy; for )«dMJ^, 

Of 



So Cur. 

Cur. has for [Sl^ ^iS^U, 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 14 
quotes first clause as in 
PesL Aph. 1 30 transposes 

second Ui and 01^0101. 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 131 
paraphrases yoL/ wetcoa 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur, wanting. Aph. 169 
agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



for ^)l^fif», m^fif» 



Cur. wanting. 



E % 
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PMMgee quoted. 



John ziv. 27 
first 2 clauses 

JohnzY.i5%d 
to end of verse 

John xvi. 1 1 
IjcloI/ to end 
of verse 

John zvii. 1 1 

John xiz. 15 



}> 



)> 



Acts ii. 37 (uo 
Acts V. 41 



Acts vii. 43 

Acts vii. 52 
Acts ix. 15 

Acts xiiL 46, 
47— V* 
V 



to BpOTBDI 

folio (Boma) 

MidBiekeU'i 

OanninA. 



Actsxziv. 25 



V. 343 ^ 



iv. 466 



iv. 37 ' 



VI. 122 c 



iv. 469 F 



V. 302 D 



IV. 535 B 

iv. 371 



V. 114 c 



iv. 406 B 
iv. 288 F 



V. 303 



V. 96 D 



VarUtioiiM from Peihitto 
(Widmaartadt). 



ins. after ist 

yi^t; for 2nd )>ift\iw, 
\xmM,\ twoclausestransp. 
ins. after %d, ^|jo 



for (iool/, opool/ 



for U-«H» V^\, 
ins. before ^, 

om. y/ before 



h 



(sic) 



no varr. 



no varr« 



for ^ooM^fi^y ^fi) 
\V urCi I o ; for 
cHaoji.;^o;a^jit placed 

before, instead of aft^r, 



BeferenoM to the Caretonian, 
AphnatoB (Wriglit's edition). 
DiateeBMon (Zahn's Fonchim- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Tezt, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. Aph. 410 
quotes 1st clause only as 
IDphreni. 

Cur. wanting. 

Aph. 389 agrees with 

Pesh. 
Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 



no varr. 



no varr. 



t 



placed before, instead 
of after, jUa^^— )j)^t 
ins. after yOfi\, ooi; for 
l^jOfi), V»)^«j» ; for 

*io|U. •^wolli; for 

for ^0Vj»/ lOAr, ^OAr 

om. 2nd and 3rd 



The firstvariant agrees with 

Gk. air& npoa-^ov rov oiw- 
€^avf the second is sup- 
ported by Origen, the 
Aethiopic, and a few very 
late Qk. cursives. 



The last variation is the 
reading given by Schaaf 
and editors of the Peshitto 
generally. An ancient 
MS.in the British Museum 
reads ^oV^oat (Q. H. G.). 



Ill » r_ 



i^va 



'^«^^«««^'^^MH^ta 
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PaaaageB quoted. 



Bom.y.i5)eoi)l 

Bom. V. 20 ^ 
to end of verse 



Bom. yi. 4 

Bom. vi. 8 
Bom. vii. 24 
01:10 to the 
end of verse 

Bom. viii. 20 



Beferences 

to Ephrem 

folio (Borne) 

andBickeU'B 

Carminft. 



iv. 562 D 

vi. 440 B 
and6i5A 



Bom. viii. 26 
first |Lo) woi 
to end of 27 

Bom. viii. 36 

Bom.ix.25|«i»/ 
to end of verse 
Bom. iz. 32 

IVJJkoolt— 
Bom. xi. 33, 
seeEpb.iii. 19 



I Cor. i. 26 

and general 
allasion to 
whole verse 



IV. 479 p 



IV. 492 F 

V. 356 D 



V. 250 B 

iv. 413 D 

V. 303 D 
V. 235 D 

iv. 404 F 



iv. 268 B 



Yftriatioiui from Pesfaitto 
(WidmuiBtftdt). 



no varr. 

for ^, \oJl\ for ^ 
LjL^; addiBafber|k^«!^, 

]p^; addsafter ^L^ «a/; 

for UU-l/, \^^U 

««,^» (after, instead of 

before, jlo:^) 
allusion merely 

for yyxoUf 042^1/ 

om. irfh^ 

for l^toao^do, JtSA^do 
no varr. 
for iaL»j^ Qiao, wV-aoJI 

no varr. 

for IV^I, JVy^tL 

quoted as JVimAit llx 
for )bkO, ho 
no varr. 



for 



Belbrenoes to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Foisohnn- 
gen, U. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Quotation has exactly the 
same variations in both 
passages. 



Ps. xliv. 22 (Pesb.^ agrees 
with Bom. (Pesh.). 

H08. ii. 22 (Pesh.) has 
"^Ab for ik. 



The allusion is introduced 
in this way : — the sheep 
(i.e. in Num. xzzi. 32), 
being greater in number 
than the other animals, 
signified that the simple 
who are made disciples are 
greater in number than 
' the teachers in the flesh,' 
etc. 
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Passages qaoted. 



I Cor. i. 30 Jooi 
to end of verse 



I Cor. ii. 4 



I Cor. iii. 16, 



17 to 



I Cor. vii. 30 
last 2 clauses 

I Cor. yii. 31 
oii^ lAJk. to 

end of Terse 



» 



}} 



I Cor. ix« 25 



I Cor* z. 6 
I Cor. xii. 4 



I Cor. xiii. 1 2 

[^t] Uoi to 

end of verse 

I Cor. XV. 36 

I Cor. XV. 53 



Beferenoes 

to Eplirem 

fblio (Borne) 

andBickeirs 

Garmina. 



iv. 177 



V. 129 D 



V- 334 3> 



VI. 309 B 



VI* 309 B 



V. 338 P 
vi. 376 B 



V. 112 

iv. 324B 
iv. 462 



vi. 336B 
vi. 33^ B 



Yariations from Peslutto 
(Widmaii8tadt)» 



om. ]b>JM^-flu»; om. o 
before ILajx^fi; om. 
|bij>)ck.do ; transposes 
)o»^/ ^ to the end ; 
ins. after |o»^/, jid/ 

reference merely; but 
introducing the words 

ILm^^o — 11/ as in Pesh. 
evidently an inten- 
tional expansion 
ins. after yoV^i/} ^\\ 

before l^a&x, \ ^f^»\Jl\ 
at end of 16 );i*^o 
yOAd; afterist%&M», 
^ o»^; affceristjo^:^/, 
QftAftj wotoV^tt; after 
2nd%auOD, 001 
for ^/, \JL.\ (bis), 
and sing, for plural 
throughout 



no varr. 



om. irfh^ o»!^ ; om. jjoi 

paraphrase containing 
remarkable phrase ^ 

oa*i^> — ^%d, but 

omitting ip^ 
no varr. 
allusion containing all 

the striking words of 

Pesh. 
no varr. 



no varr. 



Referenoes to the Guretonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forsehun- 
gen, n. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



for ^^j^i^boDt and )l 
)lni\'^MN.¥>, LUot and 
ILoLooo )l; for Udoi, 
llfoildie; forLJ^fand 
)LoLaoo V, ' 

andlUu^Vt 



Aph. 7. 10, 484 has for 2nd 

|o»^/ in V. 1 6, |u«ua^, and 
(68) forist]o»^/inv.i6, 
|j;jid; thereseemtobeno 
variants in Pesh. or Ok. 



Aph. 155 for II ^, Jl/. 
No similar transpositions 

occur in Qk. or Pesh. of 

this verse, 
Aph. 1 56 has in first clause 

LJ^t and L)^ Jif and in 
the second ^^AmV^ and 
)l, and for Uooi, 
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References 




References to the Guretonian, 




to Ephrem 
folio (Borne) 
andBickeU^B 


Vawatifttia from PAsllitlM 


Aphraates (Wright's edition), 


Passages quoted. 


(Widmanstadt). 


Diateesaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. il), Greek Text, and 




Cannina. 




other remarks. 


I Cor. XV. 53 






luioio with Greek, and 


(continued) 






Cologne MS. of Pesh. 
(G.H.G. 9^Stud.Bihl 


I Cor. XV. 55 


vi. 335 B 


paraphrased hy words 


ii. p. 267). 


«#oi liflu/ 








wiaLodl 




fix referring to ILom) 




%.q;^a 








2 Cor. V. »jr 


iv. 462 D 


no van*. 




2 Cor. V. 21 


!▼• 359 D 


for ^0 *»V\ ^\&, ^ft\«> ; 


Aph. 134 v!^^^4^, Gk. 






for oif^^x^ f^^x 


» » e <» ^ 

vircp riii»v. 


2 Cor. vii. 3 


!▼. 354 D 


for «am/ ^Oj ^>tt>, ^ O&AD 


Apparently two different 
interpretations of Greek 


2 Cor. xi. 2 as 


Carm.xix. 


no varr. 




&r as )oii^i? 


(P- 34) 






(ral. iii. 13 


iv. 359 » 


om. iflDGLaojt 




— I^M^ao 








Ik^o:^ 








Oal. iii. 13 001 


V. 290 E 


no varr. 




I^{o>k-Jo« 




.^ 4 




Gal. iv. 27 


iv. 384 E 


for cCU»-)t*flX, -.; 


Abridged quotation. 


)L;iiX to end 
of verse 




^^iii^hSi^^^ 




Gal. V. 22 


iv. 434 B 


no varr. in direct quo- 


So Gk. icafm6s. The con- 


lda«* to end 




tation but just before 


struction in Ephr. shows 


of verse 




for )i|a, IiIa 


that the sing, is meant. 


Eph. i. 10 


iv. 344 3> 










If^ )oiJ^/ Olid before 


• 


£ph. ii. 5, 6 


iv. 529 F 


no varr. 


^AM/,andomit8isto»aAX. 


Eph. ii. 14 


iv. 1780 


both allasiona onlj, 


N 


« » 


▼. 445 B 


thej agree in omitting 


1 
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PaiBftgeB qnotecL 



£ph. ii. 14 
(continued) 



Eph. ii. 19 

Eph. iii. 19 
cf. Ilom.zi. 33 



Eph. iv. 3 



Eph. iv. 30 
first clause 



Eph. yi. 16 



Phil. ii. 10 



Phil. iii. 2 1 



Col. i. 16 
JuVoo Jit— 

Col. i. 26, 27 



Beferencei 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickeU*s 

Gannina. 



IV. 3130 



iv. 466 B 



IY.452 D 



▼. 509 D 



IV. 430 A 



V. 215 F 



IV. 493 A 



iv. 18 B 



IV. 324 F 



y«riatioiui ftom Peshitto 
(Widmuictadt). 



)V V jftffc "» low fUt; 

the nrst has |[^>m 
)lo*^'>y\,v»y, the 
second \x^^t^\ V^^ 
no varr. 



a loose combined quo- 
tation, but in Eph. 
Ephr.has for)La»^be- 
fore o»da«*tX t*^ f >t 

for ^i>^i>ft>> yoV^ooio, 
|a^V^0 (agreeing with 
)l^);for)lcuo/, 
ILcUf^j for luAjUbd, 

for ^*ft>\M> ^ooiL S, 
^oftoVl l>c>\; for 
^•■•t o, IbArfOLO ; om. 



for U^Uo, jJ^lUto 



no varr. 



for ^fM.^, \j»\ for 

U^Uo, UlUt U>o; 
for) jU»Vm, ^ JLi*VM(bi8) 
quotation interwoven 
with text, but several 
expressions agree with 
Pesh. 



Kefersnces to the Guretoniaiiy 
Aphzftates (Wright* b edition), 
DiatesBaron (Za&*B Fonchun- 
gen, n. ii), Greek Text, Mid 
other remfcrka. 



Gk. ri/v iwtpfiaKkovvaf Tjjt 
yv^<rc4»ff oyofn^y, Cologne 

MS. of Pesh. has jLoLdf 
JV^t-t (Q.H.G.) 



Gk. has for the first 
variant, oirovdafoircr, for 
the second, iv&nfra. 



Aph. 125 supports first 
variant, and for second 
reads )k»A#^. 

Change necessitated by 
context. 



Aph. 276 paraphrases, 
but has nothing to corre- 
spond to ^ fci MV\yo 
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PMBagiee qnoted. 


BeferenoM 

to Ephrem 

folio (Borne) 

MidBiokeU*B 

CarmiDa. 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


Beferenoefl to the GaTetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diateasaron (Zabi's Fonehnn- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Col. iiL 5 
yoV.oe/(8ic) 

— [%*^«] 


iv. 137 B 


no varr. 




I Thess. iy. 16 
to ^0:10001 

I Thess. iy. 17 

I The68.y. a, cf. 
a Pet. iii. 10 


!▼. 493 » 
V. 398 D 

V. 342 B 


for ILiao, ]L»o 

allusion to <ft ^ iiV » 
01:^^0)1 in the words 

Pesh. in Thees. has 

in Pet. O0OCU ^} ]U 

quotation is 000 a» 
001 louL^U^^t 


Aph. 437 "^J^i^ ^»^^ 
^0«A oi^loJi. 

The quotation resembles 
Pet. more than Thesa. in 
(i) the word Ij^jo for 
y4J0 rrhess.), and (a) the 

these slight coincidences 
with Pet. may easily both 
be accidental. 


I Tim. iy. 8 
)LcL»|id to the 
end of verse 

I Tim. yi. 6 
^UcL^L to 
end of verse 


iv. 393 D 
iv. 318 B 


for ^t, t, necessitated 
by way in which quota- 
tion is introduced 

adaptation rather than 
quotation; for ^Uo^L, 

)Ua^L;for^t;^.^ 




Titus ii. 14 

Titus iii. 5, 6 
and whole of 6 


iv. 346 A 
iv. 490 c 


no varr. 

after b^{ub^, )o^/; 
for fJL»M»f ^OiA 




Hebr. ix. a6 
oiL»M» to end 
of verse 


iv. 32a c 


om. ^1 001 )^ 


No mention of author or 
book. 
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Paaaagei quoted. 


References 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

lUDdBickeU^s 

Garmina. 


Vaziations from Peahitio 
(Widmanstadt). 


References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright*s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn*a Forachun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Uebr. xiii. 12 


iv. 511 B 


y::^\^\\ i^\\ ^^ 


Cf. Gk. cf » T^r wvXiyr €7ra$€. 
The resemblance to this 
passage, however, may be 
only accidental. Christ 
crucified without the gate 
is compared to Naboth 
who su£fered outside Jez- 
reel. 


I Pet ii. 9 
I Pet. ii. 22 
ta^%.t to 

end of verse, 
cf. Is. liii. 9 


V. 330 A 
y. 298 E 


paraphrase merely 

for fUA-, Jlox (Is.) ; 

forJb/Jo(Is.K^o); 
transposes JLoj and 
«mo]^/ (Is. omits) 


Quotation introduced with 
the words * as Isaiah tes- 
tifies concerning him,' but 
is evidently influenced by 
the passage in St. Peter. 


2 Pet.iii.io,Bee 
I Thess. V. 2 








I John i.7,8ee 
Johnviii 12 
I John ii. 2 


v. 286 B 


for ;^k^, )ooi ; om. «a/ 




Rev. V. I 


▼. 332 c 


a distinct allusion, be- 
ginning with the words 
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THE TEXT OF THE CANONS OF ANCYRA. 

[R. B. Backkam.] 

A. TEXT. 

LIST OF MSS : (i) Collections of the Councils. 

At Cambridge, in the University Library: — 

C cod. ee iy 29 membran. b. xii 

at Florence, in the Lanrentian library : — 

F| plat, z cod. 10 membran. s. zi ^ 
F, ix 8 ,, B. xi 

F3 z I chartac. b. xiii 

at London, in the British Museum :^ 

L cod. add. 17474 chartac. b. xt 

at Milan, in the Ambrosian library : — 

Mj cod. b 107 Bup. membran. s. xii, xiii 
M, f 48 sup. „ B. xii, xiii* 
M3 e 94 Bup. „ B. xiii' 

at Munich, in the Royal library^ :^ 
Mon cod. 380 bombyc. s. xiv 

at Oxford, in the Bodleian library : — 
Oj cod. bar. 26 membran. s. xi ineont. 
0, bar. 196 „ a.d. 1043 

0, bar. 185 „ 8. xi ineunt. 

O4 land. 39 „ B. xi ineunt.^ 

Og misc. 206 „ B. xi exeunt. 

*) The dates giTen are those assigned to the mss in the respeotiTe oata- 
lognes, and are to be depended upon accordingly : in many cases the dates 
given above are very uncertain. 

') Meatapifie in Magna Oraeeia emptus, 1606. 

') SoliH in Magna Oraeda emptus eH, 1606. 

^) In the Munich library, cod. 397 is a copy e rmo eodioe ParinenH, given 
to the library by M. Elioi Shinger, gymnaeii palrii professor ei UbUotke- 
cariu$, postridie Petri et PaM, 16x8 ; but the original I have not come 
across at Paris, at least among the mss earlier than the sixteenth century. 

*) Came through Germany and Egypt from Constantinople, j^osf dir^piumem 
urhie. 
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OgCod. seld. 48 membran. s. xiii^ 
O7 misc. 170 „ B, xiv, xv 
O3 bar. 158 chartiac. s. xv 

at Paris, in the National library : — 

Pi cod. 1334 membran. 8. z 

Pj suppl. 1085 „ B. z 

P, suppl. 614 ,, s. z 

P4 1320 „ s. ri 

P5 1325 „ s. xi« 

P« suppl. 1086 „ s. zi 

P7 1324 „ a.d. 1104' 

P, coislin. 34 „ 8. zii ^ 

P^ coislin. 35 „ s. zii 

Pjo coislin. a 1 1 „ s. zii 

P^i coislin. 364 „ a.d 1295 

Pu 1370 » »«<J- "97 

^13 ^3^9 bombyc. s. ziv 

^14 ^339 membran. s. zv 

P]s ^337 chartac. s. xv 

Pie 1374 >» s. XV 

P„ suppl. 304 „ 8. xvi 

at Borne, in the Vatican library:-;— 

Ri cod. palat. 376 membran. s. x ineunt. (spalat., Pitra) 
Rj vatic. 827 „ 8. xi* (:= vatic, i, Pitra) 
B^ vatic. 1980 „ 8. xi (= vatic. 2, Pitra) 
R4 vatic. 2060 „ 8. xi, xii(?) (= vatic. 3, Pitra) 

in the Vallicellian library (Chiesa Nuova) : — 
Rg cod. f. 10 membran. s. x, xi 

in the Bibliotheca Angelica (S. Agostino) : — 
R, cod. b. I, 1 2 chartac. s. xv * ^ 

1) Olim managterH 8S. Trinitatie in inntla Chalet, 

*) CSftiL Anoyr. i>xvi dcarcX^irarrcf deflcUmt, 

*) Begun by VutSkaos ypaptikt finished by *lMdinnjs tbrtX^ ir^ff&drtpot, 

*) Can. Ancyr. y ro^ 82 kwiiTKSwow — zviii kicmfp^KTovs d^fleimnt. 

^ Can. Anoyr. i-v 81' ix»yj deflcwni. 

*} Can. Anoyr. xviii fio^koarro <{$— zzv defieiuni. 

^ Another ms mentioned by Pitra, cod. odonm. 23, s. ziii^ now in the 
Vatican, remains to be collated : bat pondbly it is the mt of Photios' 8^ 
tagma, which Card. Mai printed in his Spieileg, Somem, t. viL Of the other 
mas given by Pitra, ottob. 99, Tatio. 11 50, 1455 apparently do not contain 
the canons, while regin. 57, ottob. 349 are mss of Zonans and Balsamon 
respectively (Juru Scelee, Oraee. Eiii. et Jl£<mum, i. 435). 
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at Venice, in S. Mark's libraiy :— 
Vj cod. bessar. 169 membran. s. xii, xiii' 
V, bcBsar. 170 ,, 8. xiii 
V, nanian. 226 ,, s. ziii, xiv 
V4 bessar. 171 cbartac. s. xiii, xiv 
Vs nanian. 236 „ a.d. 1467 

(2) John of Aktiooh's CYNArfifH. 

job I at Paris cod. coislin. 209 membran. s. x, xi 

job 2 „ coislin. 211 ,, s. xii 

job 3 „ suppl. 483 bombyc. s. xiv 

job 4 at Oxford cod. bar. 86 membran. s. xii exennt. 

job 5 „ misc. 77* 

job 6=Jnsters text (Bilhliot}i. Juris Canon. Paris, 1661), printed, 
as be tells us, from a very ancient ms, quod ex btbliotheca 
eolUgii Claromontani Parmenns hen^ficio docHss. lac. 
Strmondi naeti sumus : tbis ms is now unfortunately lost '. 

job 7 at Rome cod. vatic 843 

job 8 at Florence plut. ix cod. 8 (F,) 

(3) ZOKABAS' COMMENTABT. 

zon I at Paris cod. 131 9 bombyc. s. xiii 

zon 2 „ coislin. 210 „ s. xiv 

zon 3 at London add. 22746 membran. s. xiii 

(4) BaLBAMON'S COMMXIVTABT. 

bals I at Venice cod. bessar. 168 cbartac. s. xiii 
bab 2 at Oxford cod. bar. 205 „ s. xiv^ 

bals 3 at Paris cod. 1331 bombyc s. xiv 

bals 4 „ 1328 cbartac. s. xv 

Tbe readings of Pbotius are taken from his Syntagma 
Canotium, printed by Mai in tbe Spicilegium Bomanum^ t. vii : 
bis ms was a codex columnensis^ nunc vaticanuSj insignis^ mem^ 
branaceuSj antiqutM^ saec. nempe saltern ani, calligrapha dUigen' 

^) Theie dates are very nnmrtain. 

") This ms differs very mucli from the ordinary text, and it only oontains a 
very few of the Ancyran Canons. There seem to have been two widely different 
editions of the Synagoge (ct Pitra). From this ms, joh 5 as also from joh 7, 8, 
only a very few readings have been obtained : but joh 13346 have been 
ocdlated throughoat. 

*) Jnstel knew of two other very old mss of John's Synagoge, vix. unum 
perquam vetueium Bomae in hQ>liotheea vatieana, Heidelberffa adlatumf inaigne 
quidem et eximium (? a vatic. 845) : aUerum non minus aniiqunm in IMiotheea 
Ulustr. JPranciae Canoellarii Petri SeffuierU (1 ood. coislin. 209). 

*) The text printed by Beveredge in his Synodieon. 
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tique mamt scriptM, tantaeque varietatU ut hie solus Photii 
verum syntagma continere videatur. 

The various readings are given in two divisions, in the upper 
division only the more significant variations being given. 

The authorities are ranged in chronological order, but the 
earlier mss of the Canons are also ranged according to their 
families: which are thus marked — 
a denotes Ri Pi P, 0, 0, P, Fjj V^ O, Vg 
P „ P3R,R,0,P,P.F,03P,P,P,oCV. 
Y „ RjR,0,P,0,F, 
8 „ M,M,M,P,,P„V, 

Also, for example, p {exc B, RJ means that all the P mss ex- 
cept B^ R4 agree with the reading given. 

Further — 



e =L03P„ 



f =P P P 



joh = joh 12346 (the only mss of joh collated throughout) 
zon =zon 123 zon-com =Zonaras in his commentary 
bals :=bals 1234 bals-com=BalBamon „ „ 

phot=Photius matt = Matthew Blastar 
* marks the original reading, ^ the first corrector. * 

Thus the complete list of authorities in proper order will be 

a P Y 8 y^ Mon P,, R, e f joh phot zon zon-com bals bals-com matt. 

In the case of the mss of the Councils silence in the notes 
denotes agreement with the text. But the commentators 
have not been so exhaustively treated: all the significant 
variations of joh, zon, bals, have been given, but insignificant 
variations in individual mss have been omitted. 

The text printed is that of a» 



Comparative Table of MSS. 



a RiP,P, 
3 P3 

7 R* 

8 
etefe 



? joh 7 



XI 



0,0,P4Fa 

R,R404P8P6F,0. 

R2O1 



joh I 8 



• • 

xu 


xiii 


xiv 


V. 


0. 




P,P.P..C 


V, 




P. 


OtF, 




M^Mg 


M,P„P,. 


Vs 




V4 


Mon Pu 




zon I 3 


zon a 




balBi 


balsa 3 


joh a 4 5 




joh 3 



XV 



L0gP,4RePijPi, 
bal84 



17 
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KANONEC TnN EN AfKYPA CYNEAeONTnN MAKA- 
PinN TTPnN OITINEC nPOrENECTEPOl MEN 
EICI TnN EN NIKAIA EKTEOENTAN KANONHN 
AEYTEPEYOYCI AE AIA THN THC OlKOYME- 
NIKHC CYNOAOY AYGENTEIAN, 

I Hpfo-pryripovs rohs iinOicrajrraSy elra iiravaTroLKaicravras 
fxriT€ iK fx€06bov Tivbs iXX' i( iXrjOcCas fi'/jTC vpOKara- 
crK€vdcravTas koI iirirqbeicravTas Kot TrcCa-avra^ Iva M^axn 
fiiv Pacrdvois vTropiXKea-Oou, ravras hi r^ boKciv Kal r<p 
(TxrifxaTi TTpocraxOrivaLf roirovs Ibo^e ttjs fiiv Tififjs ttjs Kara 5 
Trfv KaOibpav fi€T4\€iv, 'jrpocr(f>ip€iv bi avrohs rj Sfitketv rj 
8ka}s XciTovpyclv ri tc^v UpauK&v KeiTovpyiQv fi^ i^clvai. 

KANONEC THC EN AriCYPA CYNOAOY PaO^fzon I bale 2 34 
add KANONEC^KE f KANONEC TfiN EN AFKYPA CYNEAeON- 

TfiN ArifiN TiPfiN balsi KANONEC THC EN AfKYPA 

CYCTACHC CYNOAOY Lzon2 3 add ETW THC BACIAEIAC 

AYPHAIANOY KE L tit deficit in P^^ TflN EN AfKYPA 

ArifiN nraN kanonec ke P^^ YnoeEcic thc en ahcypa 

TOniKHC CYNOA HTIC HPOFENECTEPA MENTOI THC EN NIKAIA 
MfA OIKOYMENIKHC CYNOA ECTIN AEYTEPEYOI AE K.T.X. {et Beqm- 
tur hypothesiBy quae etiam in M^ M, Pj, V3 ante titulum reperitur) 
Mg ArifiNJCAl MAKAPIfiN 8 (exc M, P^) adjinem add EICI 

AE KANONEC KE 8 {exc M, P,j) 

i 1 cn-oMnroX. a plti/r crnn pyV^ MonR^fzonbals ovoiraXatcravraf 
Pj* Oj Og Pg*8 e job phot bale i* 2* aristenus zon-com bals-com 
cirovaXvcraKraf P,q €na»t\6aifTas Pj, 7 om n 8 {exc P^) job 4 

aliquibus {eacerdotdlihue) officiiafijmgi isid 

KANfiNAI Oi CYNEAeONTfiN KAI EKTEeENTfiN O, 

OIKONOMIKHC O, 

i 1 n€<r0vTtpovf M, np€afivT(pos V, tiro] add waXir P„ bak-oom 

cwwaw.] add firfrt fitra tfAvmyfiov P„ S om kcu cmn/d. B, tmrrfB, kcu in 
marg M, €inrridtvaairr€s O5 om kcu vtunrras V4 /nu irci<y. repet O7 

Kot [tvd] F. 4 fiaffoyovs Pj, fiwwoit fAtv (<r) e wofia\€a$m 

O, 5 Tpoax$rpmi P^ 6 o^A.] etdd \oyovi MaffKoXias 'wotfia9at 

{\oyois M. Pg) Tw koM vwt 70/) ertpois woBoarro to fitXriara avroi wapa- 
ir^oAcyrc; tow tcptiTToiros (tchol in V| R, Mon) Pg C 7 /ai 8«iveu L 

ad Jin add rcvrws w ftprjreu Y^ 
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Ti\v fihf iXXrjv n/uii)i^ ^'^^v* ireiravor^at 5^ avrov9 irdoi;; ttjs 
UpaTiKrjs X€iTovpyla9 rrjs re rod tprov rj iron/jpiov Ava- 
if}ip€Lv fj Krip(i(ra'€kv' el fiivroi rtvii r^v iTri(rK6Tr<ov rot^oi9 
(Tvx^eAoiej^ KifjLarSv riva ^ raTre^i^oxrtj^ irpa6Tr\ro^ koX iOi" 5 
Xotcv vX^oj^ rt StSJi^GU ^ i^atpeiVf iir avTols eti^at 77)1; 
^fov<rfov. 
Ill Tovff (l}€vyovTas koX (n)Xkriil>6ivTas fj vvd olK€loiiv vapa- 
bo6ivras rj XXXa>9 ra vTtipxpvra i<l)Qip€6ivTas fj iiro- 
^Cvcarras ^acrdvovs fj els bea-fMarripiov ifiPKriOivraSf Po&vris 
re in elorl yjntmavoX icol 7r€pi<rx}(r64vTaSf riroi €ls ras 
X€ipas vpbs piav ifJLpaXkSvTOiv r&v Pul(pim4v<av rj ppS^fiJi S 

ii 1 wravnts tttiBwrayras % joh 2 Om tratnfs Fj P^^ B^ om njff 

[op.] P,o O7 8 («wj Pjj) Mon joh 236 8 itparucrjs a cum R^ R^ 
O^ P, Y ^ V4 Mon R Joh phot balB t^fKir 0, p (P, P, F^ O. P^ P,o C 
Yg) P„ e zon zon-com saero latt om up, f aprov 17 norrfpiw P, F^ 

^10 ^9 ^4 J^^ ^ aprov 17 voniptov O, O7 aprov mii rov irorriputv km tou 

avaip, Rj»Fj 4TovT04£CMmRiP,PgOjViPaCY(«»cP,; 

R^ (20/) B (esee P^^) Hon P„ R, e (L om rovr.) f joh 1346 zon ibals 
rovrovf 0, P4O, V. p (ojc R^ P, C) P,Mj* T^Y^ joh 2 phot ircpc iw 
roiff Fg rotrro R^ rovrcov ZOn 23 6 crvyf idoMV a (eoco Y^ O J 

cw» P«Fi Y ^ («» ^11)^4 ©joh I 3 4 cruw^ow Vi O^ p {exc P, F^) 
P]j Hon Bf joh 2 bals zon-com bals-com <nv€i6€t€v Pj, f zon con- 
sett nm^ isid dion ^Xomv P, C Bq O, B {exe P^ J Mon joh 246 
6 a^eXf tir S (eoM? P,i) joh {exe 3) zon-com 
iii 1 oM«M»y] idctty B joh 234 lavboMw joh I 4 irtpurxfifrOwrai R^ 

wepiO'Xf^fyTat Pg OjO^ 8 L Og Rj f joh 23467 (ircpcx'^.) vapaxrxy- 
oBeirras P^ zon i vtpifTXivBtrras legit eiiam joh 18 5 e/ij3d- 

Xoyr«»y Fg 0, P, Oj 8 (eswj M, P^) P„ Og Pi4 joh 4 zon bals 2 3 tiifia- 

il 1 Aicucoroir V| retvrar O^ . S Ti/r /icr oAA^f rifirii P«V,<^R«xiiAtt 
/AtT€xny Pe Vg* nutti 8 om Xc(rov/)7<af R, om Tqs re . . . Ktipwratof 
PiaL f zon 13 4 CI ^ev riyct R, Oj* 6 i^^cXocci^ K4 6 irXcior 

Bg F3 Re v^pcci^ joh 3 zon a 

iii 1 ^cvorrar O] vpoer^cvY.Vx <JvXA.] fpm^dcyraf Pi, om ff vwo oik. 

. . . tfifikifi, L* (ted f) vwo, . . . wapa!^. in marg et if oAA. . . . a^p. inseritur 
poet w€pnTx^a$J) 2 om oXXov V4 omi; oAA . . . o/peup, Mg a/^pt- 
99VT05 O4 om 17 mro/Miw. . . . €ftfiXijB. Pig 8 om fioanma . . . vc^- 

(rx«r0. Vi Ft'^ (Fs* Aid fiovrras tup linet tetu wtptax^^^f^"*^' poH xp^anay,) 
4 ctirii' €taiv R^ vcpiox«^crrcr Og vc^crxccr^a^ras rovs x'''^"''''*^ 'o^* 
00m VTO<]i; F, om rfltf V| 6 X^'P^] <>^ ^' ^'^l' <'*>* ^^""'^ ^ ^'''^ 
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n itph^ iviyxriv dcfo/m^i^ovs, SyLoXoyoihrras ii. iioXov Srt 
€lcrl x/xcrruzi/oi xal rh irivOo^ rod avfxpivros icl iviheiKW' 
yAvovs rfi vitni KaraurroX^ koX ry ax^fiari koL t^ tov plov 
rairctvcfnyri, toUtov? &s i(<o ijAOLprriiiaTOS Svras rrjs KOivoivlas 
fiil K<i>Xii€€r6(u' el bi koX iK<t>Xv6ricrav iir6 rivos ircpwrcro- 10 
ripas iucpLpeCas (v€Kev ^ KaC nimv iyvoli^ evBis irpo<r5€x- 
Bijvai' TovTo ti diiouas ivl re t&v iK tov KXrfpov Koi 
tQv iXXwv XaLK&v* irpocr€(riTi(r6ri bi KiKclvo, el hiSvavTai 
KoX XaiKol T^ oifT^ ivdyKji vTroTreo-Ji/res 7rpoiy€(r$ai el; ri^iv' 
iio^ev oSv KoX TovTovs &9 firiiiv fjiMapTtiKOTaSy el koX if vpo" 15 
Xapovcra eipCa-Koiro 6p6ii tov fitov iroXiT^ta, 7rpox€ipCC€<r$ai» 
lY ITepl T&v irphs pUuf dvcrivTOiv^ lirl hi toiStois koI tw deiinnj- 
friamav el? tcl e!5a>Xa, S<rou pdv iiray6p^voi, Koi ax^fiari 
^aiZporipif imiXOov koL i(r6rJT^ txjrria-carro iroXvreXeoWpf 

Xovrar f trpoafiaXXm/rmp L Pp^futra B {exe ?„) joh 4 aJiquidjpol- 
luH eihi bid dion eseam prisca 10 am km [cictfXv^.] S {eaoc P^) 
e job 246 zon 11 ^m f; [mi rir.] y {exc 0, : Kg def) dca tuwp 

fTffo^ S joh a 3 4 6 ;>er aliquonjm ignaraniiam bid propUfr 
quorundam ign, dion vpoa^Orfrmiraif Y, y (B^ def) bals 

18 irpot^TjToir&ri P^ F, Vj Fj P^ Pn V^ f phot 14 wcpiirecroiTCff 8 

job trpoayt<rea$ a cum P,PioOiP^MiP„VgV4P„Re^Ml2 34 
phot zon I 3 bals vpo<rayt<r$ai F,* P (ea» P, Pjo) ^5 O7 ^« ^« ^s 
Pjj Mon e joh 6 zon a 16 om tvpuncoarro P^ O7 job 12346 

op^ r. fi. froX. (vpurit, B^ F, rov 0. iroX. op^ O^ iroX. r. /3iov R^ 
iroXircia] add avforparroi P^O^jobl 236 add 17 (rvfiirparroi S job 4 
ri vita eo8 probabUia commendat isid prdbabUis sit dion ant 
antea inveniattir recta vita eoT%im prisca 
cc. iv, V = c. iv y {exc 0^ 

iv 1 fiiat % €frt$vaaFniP 8 job I 2 3 4 2 /xci'] OcM ovy 

8 jobi 3 4 6; ow» (2ee«e in latt 8 cr^porr/w O,* P, Pe*Fi* 

roir [/Sia^*.] Of bals 2 17 i9/>.] c» fip. 0} 7 rov w€ifBcvs 0« om rov 

ffVfAficarrof t mUeuant/upov R^ 9 rov [apapr.] P17 a/iopn^Otti^ F,* 

nyt ivoiv. /m; kowwios /joi kcj\, R« 11 om mii [rcyoiy] 0^ 12 om c« y4 
o» rov V| bals 18 om oXXcyr Pu om 8c P^ 14 ny avr7] rocovn; 
Ms Fu 15 om 17 [irpoX.] Pj P,| son 3 vpoffkafiowra O,* 19 ^vp* 
Tparroi V, €« ovfAwpamj P^ 
ir 1 ncpt . . . Ovacarrwp om F| ; tii ^ite2o Y^ Eir« 2k V4 it^ 0uu P^ 
iwievpofffayrMf P^ ovrdcivr. P^ 2 c<Sai\cca F2* joh 2 0001 ficyoc 

[iMu] Oi 8 ^€UPo/ityot l<p€u9p.'] K| ccr^Tra . . . voXvrcXcori^ P^ 

VOL. III. I, 
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k6X fieriaxoy rdv vapcurK€va(r04vTos Mttvov ^ia<^pa>9> 
Ibo^of ivtavrhv iKpoaaOat^ ivoTrca-elp ik rpla ^, c^x^^ de 5 
fi6vrif KOivoavrfa-tu inj Mo, koI t6t€ ik$€lv ivl rb riKeiov. 
V "^Oorot ik lanjXOov fiera ia-Ofjros ir^vOiKrjs koX ivav€irivT€s 
i^ayov lura^ 5(' ikq^ rrjs ivaKXl<r€Ois baKpvovT€S, el iirkrj' 
po^trav rdv Ttjs iirairr^€a>s rpierfj \p6vopf \(apU vpofrff^opas 
b€x/^a>a'av' el bk fiii iif^ayov, hio iiroTrecrSvTfs irri r^ 
rplrt^ KoivomniirdTOiicrav X'^P^^ itpotnf^opa's, tva rh riXtiov rfj 5 
Terpaertq Ki^axrur roif? bk hrurK^irovs i(ov<rCav Ixjstv rhv 
rpdirov rrjs iTn<TTpo<f>rii boKifiia-airras (l>iKavOp<»Tr€^€€r$cu rj 
Ttketova vpo(m,6ivaL \p6vo'i^ irph Triimav Si Koi 6 itpoiynav 
plos Kal 6 fAerh ravra i^erafffrOto, koL oirfas ^ ^iXavOptoTtla 
iinfierpfMoi. 10 

YI ITepl T&v ivetk^ ixivov el^ivroiy KoXiceios kcI 2<^atp^(rca>9 
VTsapxivroav ^ fieromas koI dvcrivttov Koi fx^XP^ ^^^ vapSproi 
Kcupov fiii fAeravoricrivTa>v firibi k'niarpe^Anrrdiv, vvv hi vapa 

€rri tr%{exe Pn) joh 1246 bals i 3 
y 1 om dc S {exe ?„) joh 4 2 opoKkifatw V^ P (R^ O^Fj O^ P^ 

P]^ G) B^ O7 8 (eooc V,) V4 joh 234 apaKkv<r€»g 0| n/f apoK^fiatws 
hine incipit B^ 5 Kotv^vtiuarwrw a cum P, H, S^ O^ 

P, Og P7 y (fflpc P, O7) Og Pj^ R, joh I 4 phot zon Kouf^vtirwrav Fj 
P, P„C V, P, 0, (.r) » M V, (^) Mon P„ (.r) L f joh a (i^) 3 (t) 
6 hals rotvttv.] add xP^p» P^ Og P^^ zon add erf i f hals 

6 rpicrca O, P,C Yg F,^ Mon e f zon zon-com bals aristenns quarto 
annOf quadrienmo latt tovs dc cirto-icoirovf hie deficit Pg 
vi 1 /uoyi; Vj R^ Rg Fg S P]g joh bals-com (matt) mims tantum isid 
dion 2 x^P*"^ ^ furouapnas y (esce 0^ Pg) lurouuatat O^^ om 

5 Ofii [wx^] 8c P, C Mon 6 om fuvtp Vj ball cny] cvi P^i friy eriy P, 
en; "El roTc] a<2d ^aw tf $€ia (TWcHhs Y^ rcAor Kg 
T 2 om fura^v O^ om n;; [ayflur.] Pig 4 ^tx^ffffoyrai Oj wo- 

rcffOFTas Oi om tnf V, rw r^rw] add rots vKrrois avpi<rraa$ai 

{schol in Ml ex Zonara) M« 5 rtjt rtrpatnas V^ 6 kaficMrof 

add ^aw Yi 7 ^iXai^^/Mwcv^ao'tfai ? 0|* O7 bals a 8 x/'*'*^ ^11 

vpotxo^ pbot 9 i9io9 . . . ravra] xfi^vos rov 0iov O^ om [ficra] B^P* 
fieravra V, c^cra^crw P^ 
yi 1 [Utpi] dc F| n; [avciAi;] P,i ot^tarrwv Mg /roAo^cwK P}, son I 

1; [mu a^.] Pii om KOi tupaip, Pg 2 17 /UToi[icai] V| om «eu [Bvcairr.'] 

Pii 8 tinrpttpcanw Bi Pi Kvr] ^ f vc/m [r. mup.] L f ion a 
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rhv Kaipdv rrjs <rw6hov Trpo<r€k06vT<av koI €h hiApoiMV Trji 
i7n(rTpo<tnjs y€voniv(ovy ^Sofe i^ixP^ ^^ ixeyiKris iiyApas As 5 
iKp6a<nv bexOrjvai Koi fiera rijv n€Y6kriv ffiUpav iTTOTrccuv 
rpla trq koI neri &Wa Mo (rri Koiviavfjaai x^P^^ rtpoc^ 
(f>opas xal otT(09 iXOciv ivl ri riktiop, &<rT€ rrip TrcLa-av 
i$aerlav ir\rip&(r<u' ci bi rirey irph r^s €rvv6b(w TwSrris 
iii\6Yi<rcaf €ls lurivoiov^ iir* iKtlvov tov xp^vov XcXoy^crtfai 10 
atrois rriv ipx^iv r^s i(a€Ttas' ei yiivToi, ns Kivbwot koI 
Octpircv irpoa-boKCa iK vSa-ov $ &AX179 nvhs itpw^6xr€(AS (rvfi- 
fiatriy Toirovs M Spf^ hex^ffvai,. 
Til flfpi Tw <rw€(ma04vTOi>v iv topr^ iOviK^ iv tStt^ &^/H<r- 
ixijffa ToXs iOvtKoiSi tbui jSpcifiara iTriKoiua-apJvoiv koI if>ay6v' 
TtaVf Ido^e hi€TCav vTroireo-rfrTos hexOfjvcu' rd hi ei xph M*''^ 
TTJs irpo(r(f>opas tKatrrov r&v tiriaKSirtop ioKiiAi<rai Kal tov 
SXXov fitov 10' iKitrrov i^erio'au 5 

fTi7 20E^F,P„ OravnyFjewnyrPjFiCfzonbals 11 

Ti^y T17S ff^arruir P, F^ C Mon P,, zon Ti^y M^Qgruuf 6 f bala om 

w P, P, Fj Og Pjo C V, V, Mon* P„ e f phot zon bols matt dliqui 
pericuhu priBca n quod idd quodlibet dion 
vii 1 17 [«yroir»] F^V^Fj^V^Sjohi 246 ; ijcfow* mlatt. 2 Aa] 

ad<i ^ Vj Y («a« Oi Pg) 17 [«m <^.] P„e f zon bals matt 
4 fmurrw F, P,*!^ Oj P^ Pj, joh 2346 tKotma O, phot f«a9roir 
fwra r. npoat^. ir P,, e f zon 1 3 balB ; tKatrrov dexBrjvai eoBplieat 
Zonaras sed latt omnea leguni 'wmaquisque ^piseopus {orumy 
botufuurai] pr f^tarw O, phot pr cirra B^Oj P^ jw for* Pj^O, S c 
joh pr coTi ro f bals add ccm B^zon 2 6 c^ercurai] o^m)- 

balB 4 Kara ImIs I 4 «'^o<rfXf .] marpeffeanviv P, Siayoioi'] 

Sioirorcayya f wMoy f 6 rrp /uxpi tr Oj amfuxP^Oi* om 

fjfupas P7 L 6 f^/ic/Nxy] a<2<{ 17x01 rrpf rov lev ai^atmuriy m, r. A. C 

rpta enf worc<r. tr e 7 om oXAa Pg 8 €wrrt L voffor] 

irc^uroy C 9 riwcu Oi 10 cf c8fx^<ray ¥« «f] «pos Pu 

Xtkoyiortu O5 C V, XcAotitotc joh 3 \oyur9tu V, Ao7ia^ai ImJb I 3 «< 00m 
Ao7iC«r^« f balfl a 11 avrois] avriTt P^ 12 om uc roaov O,* 

vocov] add carrots e cvfjifiaiy*t B« wwurvftfiaifi Be matt 18 o^is 

Pu ^^ [^^1 ^2 
vii 1 aw€a$ta$(trrwp ehah 2 3 €<r$ia$€wrw PuPu* T17 [f^t«i7] Bj o^- 

pio$4vTi f balfl 4 2 c^t/KOf?] c^iir^s V,*, ocfd «f ciSmAcmv tvxov rj oAAw 

roirw c» TcAcTos avroif rcAov^icnif awurct/xcvw («« Zonarae com) e cv- 

UffKOfi, Pg 8 om ro dc ci x^ Pii Of^^ B< O^ om ci O^* 4 om 

T1J5 V4 iLtratrxtiv rris vfHxnpopas tMoaroy tof tvieieowor F^* 6 om 

fitov L c£cra<rai] a<7<f itakon Y^ 
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vni 01 Vk h€VT€pop Ka\ rplrov Ov<r(urr€S iierci plas Terpaa-lop 
iiroTr€a'iT<a(raVi ivo H Irri x.<Apis 7Fpoa'tf>opas KOiv<ii>vrj(rdT(airav 

IX ^O<T0k hi \i7\ yAvov iviaTria'aVi iXXh Koi iirav4aTrfa-av Koi 
rjvdyKaa-av iibektfxfvs /col alriot iyivovro rov ivayKatrOijviUf 
otroi irrj fiiv rpla rhv rrjs iKpoi(r€<»9 b€^da'$<Aa'av rditov^ 
iv hi iXkrf i^aerli^ rhv 1^9 ^ovTci<rea>9, iKKov hi ivuLvrhv 
KOivc^vficiTina'av xonpls 7rpoirtf>opaSi tva rijv h€Kaeriav vXrfp^ $ 
(ravT€S Tov reketcv iieriax<»a-iv' ip fUvroi roiir^ ry yjp6vif 
Kox rhv iXXor avr&v iirirtiptla-Oai filov% 

X Ai((icorot, S<70( KaOCaravTfu, itap* airr^v t^v KaritrTainv el 
iliopripavTo koI l^curcu; xfil^^ yafi^<rai, ixij hvpipL€VOi oSt<»s 

irm P, B^ R« 0« Fj* 0^ P, C hoiufuum P„ tr hoiupairm 0t c^- 
Tturai 0^ 
yiii 1 TpuTuup O3 F, C V^ Mon 2 KoawmftraTwrap a (exe Yj 0,) 

fi {eone P,o) P, Pji Mon P^, Og V^^ phot zon bale 134 aristenns Koum- 
p9iTwvap Vj O, (ijt) Pjj y (i^- : «»c P,) S (ijr : exe Pjj) V4 LR, f joh 
1236 bale 2 Koumvri<rat joh 4 
U 8 /i€ir fny <r R^ Fj P. P„ 4tj7 [oXXiy] 8 (eaw P„) S «>*. 

i^ir«Kra>r F.F^ P,,C (i^) R,0, (9r)M,(.^)V,P„ R,f joh 3 (^r) 
4 (in*) 6 bals 4 
X 1 ootM Ko^icrraiTai] ttoBtxrrapMvoi ootK Vj 7 (oce O^), otroi Ka6urntfi€Poi 
ocroi l>als OfH ocroi f ct f/xa^yrvpairo] hu/wprvpapro Y^ y bals 

balfl-com c 1 €papTvprf<rayro P, F^* C Mon* L f zon dtaeoni qui^ 
eumque constituuntwr si , , , proUHcUi nmtf diac, quoque cum 
ordinarUur si isid diac. qui stmt ordinandi, si prisca dicus, 
quicumque ordinantur, si dion 2 c^i^crcv y {exe OJ joh 456 



Tiii 1 El Ba bab 3 om Sc Pn twtBwrcarns P^ rrrpafruu Oj 

2 inrarc^arftKrar Bj P| P, B. Oi Pn joh 14 wovcvrcrwray Os L om [Svo] 
<c F/ M, 8 c/35.] aJ<2 crcc Pu baU 4 Ir Scx^r. «< jcociw- 

iz 1 om dc L oXAa mu cirar. »» marg Ma 8 rovs [<i8cX^.] P^ 

joh 2346 cffOK. o^A^f KKU rjvafK. joh I mrcof ] airroi Pn 

fycwi'Tov [oFoy*.] F, 8 am m; Bi om rw V4 4 cr 9c 

aXXxi , . . vvDHTmrcfltff repet Yi 5 Scjimriay MsYg 6 /icrcx<^( L om 
ff fuyrot K, T. X. ar2 fin Fj* rovrw t«] rotovroy O7 7 om owrwif 

V4 Tw aXX. €». /3ioy ovr. <r F, twvnfptteSw Bs P^ V, (aaSw) 

TO.x,kie omittUur et interitur po§t 0. ziv L 1 Oi [Suur.] L poti KoSumfAt- 
voi nuura (J^ocoi) iequUmrhtlB 1 om comfy O^ om jffv F, 2 t^Saaay L 



The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 149 

ljJv€iv, ovTOt n^TCL TovTa yfm'qa'avTfs i<rT<Aaav iv r^ vm;- 
pciT^f bia TO iirLTpainjpai airohs inrb tov iTna'K6Trov' rovro 
hi et Tiv€s a-UATrrjcravres koI icaradefcifjicvoi iv Tjj yj^ipcrrovia 5 
lijiv€iv oironi \i€ra ravra ^\0ov iitX ydfjLOv, irciravtrBai airovs 
Trjs biaKOvCas. 
XI Tas ixvrjaT€vB€i<ras Kopas Koi nera ravra ihrd iXXoav ipTra- 
yeCa-as ibo^€V ivoblboo'Oai tois irpofAprjoTeva'anivoiSy €l fcat 
pCav iyn avr&v iridouv, 

XII Toifs irpb rod fiamCo'iJLaTos Tt&VKOTas fcal fiera tavra 
fiaTrria-Bivras ibo^€V els rdfiv TrpoAyco'dai &s iirokova-a" 
fUvovs. 

XIII Xa>p€in<rK6'K0LS jxii i^^ipai Trpfo-fivripovs ^ biaK6vovs x^^P^ 
T0V€iVy iXXci fxriv ixrjbi irp€(rpvTipov9 irc(X6a>9, x<opls tov 
ivirpaTnjvM ivd tov iina-KOVov ix€Ta ypofAfxiToov iv iripa 
irapoiKCq, 



6 wapwriwrtiiravTtf Y^ (1 B^*) F, bals 6 koi {jura] Mj M, Pj, 

xi 1 vir. oXX. apn, ft, ravra tr V^ f balfl 2 ijunj<rr€v<rafi, F,* L 

Pj3 ^14 ^ zon baJs 3 e^ zon bals matt in comm fitfuniartvo', C Hon 
xii 2 irpoay€a-Bai] add hiiv % (exc P„) job 1234: btiv deest in latt 
xiii 1 x^/x^^'^'^^'vr B,^* P^^ L f job 238 bals 2 x^P^^^^'^^*^^^ ^s ^1* 
X»p^i<rKoirov P„ bals-com matt 2 om fitjw O^fzonibals- 

com vpto-fivrtpovs a cum pY^ Mon E, e f job i zon 1 bals 134^ 
vptafivrtpois R^ F, S {eocc P^,) job 234568 wpto-fivrtpop C Pj, 



3 owToi] 0T« P,i ei' T7] €T7 F, O7* om w bab 124 4 om 

8ta Oi* avTois L phofc zon a 3 ball rovro 8c] rouroi P^ rooro* ci 

9c job a bals 6 ci riyci 8c <r B« om «u [iraraSc^.] C f job 5 

6 €is yafjLOV Pn 7 Suur ] Btias icoivwuas Pu 

zi 2 c8o£cy] cufd cts ro^cy B« a<2(2 ravra; Y« wpo(rfanjcrafi€yoi5 P^ om 
c( irai ad Jin "Pu 3 rop avrcor f 

zii 2 vpocay€C$M Mg 

ziii 1 x^P<v«r«ovoi zon a c£tci^ai zon a 17] xoi L 2 /cip-c B, 

8 Sm [7pa/A/iarttir] f matt om ci^ F^ 



>) e< i'n oodd r«gin 5a, ottob a49, brit mns aron 533. 
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XIV Tov9 iv Kkripi^ Trp€(rPvTipcvs rj buucovws Svras Kal iire- 

fcparcw iavT&v ct hi firi fiaiKoiVTo, &s uriH ri ii^rh Kp€&v 

ire7rav<r0(u airohs ttjs r(lf€a>9. 5 

XV IIcpl T&v hia(l>€p6vTaiv ry icvpioicf , 2<7a Ivicncrf'n'ov fii} &ro9 
vp€(rfi^€poi iv^ria-ajfy ii/aicaXcIo^ai r^ KvpukK6v' tv bi 
T^ KpCaei rov ivia'K6vov ^tvaiy etrc ir/M><n(fC€t iiroXo^eii' ri^i' 
TipLTiv ctrc fcal ;ii}> dii rd voAA<iicis rj)i; 'irp6irobov r&v V€vpa' 
lUvtap ivoM^Kivtu avToh rovrots vKtlova r^v Tip.TJv. 5 

son 2 3^ bal8*com matt tnurKtmots y {exc RgF, nruricoirMr 0,* -ovr 
cum /ii7dc wptafivTtpws in marg O^^) phot ' a^a /ujp dca vptvfiv- 
T€p»v Pj, cKoimy y S joh 1-8 latt 

xiv 1 om KOI [oircxoM-] Pu ® f zon bals 8 c( dc fn^ /SovX. a (Pi^Ps 

OjO, P^F, VJottm Rj, P, Fi» Vj» V^ L 0^ R, f joh 4 bals c * «c /5aw- 
Xoarro R, P,* 9 (P, R, O, F,* O, P, P,o V,*) P„ P„ zon c* «€ pftcX- 
vatrotyro Yj O^ C y S Mon job 123568 pbot latt cm »£ lafit 
f bals 124 im »s bals 3 4 wu « fw; P,* P.F^ O^Pj^ V^ 

P,^ fooi fti/dc bals ffi dff ya) f matt 
XV 1 [mpi] d* V, y («BC Oj P,) 2 T<tt ffv/MOKo) F,y Pji V^ oi 

ttM {iwrci) ecdenaaiicum reuccari latt reuocari res eeelesiasticcu 
(monac 6243) revoeare . . . dominieam (reg 1997) 8 ciirc/> 

^ (ease P,) Mon P„ e job 2 zon ci f bals A om k/u [fii;] R^ P^ P, 
O, R, Eg €urotow P, P, Fj O5 Pjo C Vg Mon bals-com narpafi- 
IUIWP Oj vmpayp^mv N^O^ 0Fi»)8 V4 OgPijP,^ job3 4 zon 2 balfl 
234 6 ow Towws PioMjPige OfWTiyif PjOjO, Pjizon 

2 bals 2 



xiv 1 1;] K<u L P]| 2 cdo£cycrc^«T. O4 0€v\tiVTo R4 8 [*/K^r.] 

avron' f son 2 3 bak fi^^Xwroivro 0% B^ (^n Rg Kwao gup ras) /38f AAv^- 
irotrro P9 Oy Ms f/SScXXv^^ovro Pn ot dc ^dcAAvir^cyro joh 5 ci 8c oimuff 
fiwkomu avcxco'^cu av fn^Sc expUeat Zonaras om ra V| om 

^tcra Bf r»r [xpetur] O^ 4 wijxoitv R, Fs 8 (ea:c Pji) inrcurcirfF L 

XV 1 twtaieowv fof wri Y^ \ewiaic,'] r* Og 8 cere xn [afoKafiHw] joh 

16 matt 4 TtfUfy] add rovs kokws vyiiaaiuyws phot 6 carobowai 

Rf f om TOVT. ffAClOTB P]3 Tl^f Tl/O^f f 



*) ei in oodd regin 57, monac 45, brit mus add 48825. 
*) M<2 in ood monac i a a (! Photii) x<»p<*t<'^«(nroi« . . . wp€fffivTtpovt roAcait . . . cr 
crcpa CMMT7 cvo/»xa (^)* 
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XYI ITepl Tw iXoyevo'aijJviop fj xal iXoy€VoiJLiv(»v^ 8<roi irply 
e2fco<ra€r6is ycviadai rfixaproVi it4vt€ k<u biKa Irccrip ihro- 
ir€a'6vT€9 KoivtAvlas rvyxar^oxrar rrj^ €U rft; TtpO(T€V\ii^ 
Ara Iv r^ KOivtovCtj^ buLT€X4a'avT€9 hri 'nipT€^ rirc fcol Trjs 
itpo(r<^opQS i(f>aTn'i<rd<oa'ai;' i^o'aCio'Boi} bi avrw koX 6 iv S 
Tfi vTr(ynT<ia'€i filosy Koi ofra>9 rvyxaj;^ra><rav Trjs ^lAar- 
BpoiirCai' €l bi riv69 icarafcJpa>9 Iv roi$ hfAapn/jiiaai ye/6va(nt 
riip fjLaKpcip i\iT<ii>o'ap vir&nTCi^iv. Saoi bi vir€pfiipr€S riiv 
fikiKCav ravrriv koI yvvaiKas ixopT€s irepiTrcirrcSicckri rf 
hjiapTinkOLTiy 7ripT€ koI cIkoo-a trea-ip ihroire<7c(iT€?, jcoiyo^i^ta; 10 

rvyx^^^^^^^^ ^^ ^'^ ^^^ irpoo-fvxiis) cZra iKT€ki<ravT€s 
irivT€ irq iv rfj KOLp<Avtq t&v eix^p Tvy)(aviT<A<rav r$9 vpoa-- 
<l>opas» €l bi Ttp€s KoX yvvaxKas fxpprts Koi iir€p^ivT€9 t6p 
V€imiKOPTa€Tfi xpopop iifAapTOP^ iiri rfi i^dbif rod plov rvy- 
XaviToxrap 1^9 KOtviavCas. '^ 



xvi 1 Hep*] add dc y(«»OiP,) 4 cito] add km Vjy(«BcOiP,) 
P^f bals €Tfi ircvrc hinc tncipit P, om Tifg [it/mht^.] 

Rj Pj P, O, 8 (KToc dc] hie incipii novui eanon O^Vg R^ 

12 mil add enpa S {exe Pn) job 124 (joh 3 6 om crrpa) a2(0ro 
jimi^tidnnto iflid in qua quinquennia duranUa dion 



xTi 1 a\07«ry*v* ^4 Pii oXKoytv, F, L om iru [0X07.] C Pk Hon joh 2 3 

Km a 3 bale 3 2 erf <rir] cn^ zon 8 irocyoir. . . . «]poo'ct^.] KoivmnfrotcaY 
rvif wpwrtvxvif Oj om now. rvyx* L 7V7xaFr<TftKr<(r O^ nryxoyf rw Mj 
ffyNxrcvx.] a<I<{ fcra mu cr ri; iioiKBirui 8iarcXc<royr(f irocywrias rvYXi^c^w- 
(ray r7f ccf rot w^o<r€uxBts V^* ri^] rod Y^ 4 O' 917 Koty] Moipwnas 

Yt StorcAcTWOttr M, mu [rorc] O^ om ror< 0^ 6 om ^t ra- 

Cco^ . . . ^Xayf/MW. B« Of (in marg Of) om 8f F, 6 inrorr.] 

imooTcurci M« f vorrMrci L 7 Jmreur.] mueovpyws bftlf 1*34 a/iopn;/!.] 
a€{(2 rotrrots e 8 cxcra^o'ay r^r fULMftap tr B« inrorroKnir cxcr. ^ Pn 

joh 336 8 om rmnrpf P^q om «u [Tvr-l Pu jol^ 3 TvroMa 

Pu son ball 4 10 a/iofrr^/ec] <Mid rourw M, L lon-ooia om 

f rctfi Pu fn; joh a cr. wovt ^.] m; wovf o'f r«Nrar jmu 0| U rvy 

X<iy.] a^iw</$wrtar L ri^f] n^v R» om r^f fit ras , , . rvyxaa^^T, "P^ 

mfxott V| joh I a 6 12 ern; «oir.] r^f Koawnas L <vx^ wpoctnxof 

y^ ovynryx^vcTttMray 0^ Vs om r^f [t/>.] 0« vpoo^^p.] irouwriaf L Ot 
18 f I 5c rtr.] oc ri rtrct P9 vwfficanfitums O^ P14 om 4Bau mr. F^* 

14 viVTiyAroraffny B^ vcrrt mi tmoffrw P^ wam/fKoarw bals 1 (t 0() 
vcrr^crii Fj* r^t iiwr. nryx* ^ V* 
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Xvn Tovf iXoyeva-a/ut^'OV? koI Xcirpoirs ima^ iJToi keirpiiircarraSi 
Toirovs Tt(io<rira^€v ^ hyla <r6vohos ^U rov9 \€iiia^oyAviiv^ 

XTlii Et rt];€S> ivlfTKOTTOi KaTcurTadivT€9 Koi fiii iexOivTfi vtto 
r$9 TTopoLKtas iK€tinj^f €ls fjv &vofiia'$ri<rav9 iripais fioi- 
Xoano vapoiKCa^s itrUvcLi koI pidCfirBai Toif9 KaBear&ras 
KCil (rriaeis KiV€iv /car' airrw^ To&row iff^opi^fO'daV iav 
liivTOi fioiSXoivTo eU rb irp€<rPvT4p€iov KoOiC^cBai, ivOa J^aav 5 
Trp6T€pov Trp€crpiuT€poi^ nil ivopiXXea-Oai avrovs rjjs riiiijs' 
iiv bi hiaaraa-LiC^o'i irphs roh^ Ka$€(rr&Tas ^/cci iirLaKSirovSi 
iif>€up€l<r$ai airoxfs fcal r^r Tifii^v tov irpcafivrcptCov Koi yC" 
vca-Bcu cdrrcifs iKKripf6icrovs> 

XIX '^Oo'oi TrapOtvloif iTrayy€X\6n€voi id€TOV<n rifv ivayy^KlaVy 
rhv T&v hiyi\imv 8pov iKTrX'qpo&r<Aa'av' rct9 ixivroi avv€p\o» 
fjiivas vapSivovs rtalv &s i5eA^9 inoiXva'afiep, 

X viii 1 Omw P, 0, O, P, C Mg V^ P,., P„ 8 ry[<ca^crT«raff] 8 {exc 

^11) j^^ 4 ^ 4 cay ftcvroi hine d^icU R, 6 awo^aktvBiu 

B^ Oj S {exc M3 P,j) 7 bi<TTatr%a<rcwn V^ du7Tairia(ov<ri F, Fj 

<rra<naiiaHn C B^* Mon P„ L 0^ f bals 4 matt S onhKai [n^y rcfi.] 

xix 1 Oo-oi Jwnc incipit denuo Pg ftroyyfXX. a (Rj Pj Oj P^ V, 

Vg) cMwi ^ («ajc Rj Pg Pg) Y Mon Pj, Og f job 6 zon zon-oom bals 

firayyiXoAicwM Fj Rg PgPg P^^V, L P^ Job 3 firayyciXa/xcwu Pg 0,0, 8 
(«t»P„)job 124 aristenus frofiad, pMiciH isad ^an^t ^omt- 
Btrunt ipiAscA promiUentes dion 2 ovroi [roy] 8 job (cum 

job 7) : deest in latt 8 om o»r R^ O, odcX^r f bals 

matt aristenuB odcX^ovr L ton^tMim sorores latt 



xvii 1 oXcKycvofi. R^ 8 cavrovt Pu wpotra^iy Bt vpoetTo^ty rovrovs 

tr V] bals 8 vpoctvxurBoji Pu f joh 

xviii 1 viro] ira/ia V4 bals 3 2 fiovXoyro 0« ^ovAorrcu son 3 8 cvtcvcu] 

cimcyac F, ovicnu L f 4 trvarcurtis O^ Vg xa^ fovroiy Og tuf^op."] 

add evto 970'ay vportpov wptafivrtpoi F^ 6 xo^cir^ffftfiu V, Ka$, cir to 

y/>. tr Pis wportpoi Y^ 6 om rtft Og F^ 7 om coir 8ca0Ta(. 

. , . njv ri/jojy P^ ^P^s] ^povs O4 crttfw.] cvirpoirMr P„ 

8 avrois L vptfffivrtpov C Mon Pjg P^g bals 3 matt om avrovs 

L Pji €¥KripfUKTOVS Vg 

xix 1 cirayY] a<2<2 ivay ay9/>cs cicr kov ywaiicfs (ex comm, Zanarae) Pjs 

2 TW . . . OfMtf L WXffpOVT, L Px4 MKWklfp, Qpw W Bg 
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XX 'Eiv rivos yvin) ;iOiX€V^ y\ [uof^fAinji T15, Iv linrh, freiri 
dci airdv tov rtk^Cov rvxcXv icar^ Tohs fiaOfjLohs rohs vpo^ 
iyovras. 

XXI Ilepl T&v ywaiK&p t&v iKiropvevoVir&v Koi avaipov(T&v ra 
y€W(ifji€va fcal <nrovbaCova'&v (l>$6pia iroLtiVy 6 ixiv itpor^po^ 
Spos fi^XP^^ i$6bov iKfiKvcfVy fcal rotrr^ avvrCdevrai' <^iA.av- 
0p(dv6T€pov hi Ti €ip6vT€S S^pla-apAV h€Karni xp6vov Kara 
T0V9 fiaBfioifs Tovs wpia-fiivovs* 5 

XXII ITcpl iKovtrCoiv (f>6v<AVy vnoTnirriTOia-oaf fiiv, rod H rcXe^ov ^1; 
r^ WXet TOV ptov Kara^iov<7^6Krar. 

XXIII *Eirl iLKOV(rt<»v if)6v(0Py 6 piv irp6T€pos Spos ip jirracr^f k€- 
\€ij€i TOV T€\€lov iMeraox^lp icaTh tovs &pi<rpLipovs ^aByLoiv 
6 Vk heiT^pos Tbp irei^acri} yj>6pop TrXrip&<r(u. 



XX 2 dci a cum y SV^ Mon job phot bak hoK€i ^ (P^ def) P„ef zon 
reddatur isid eonaequi oporiet dion o^yortet prisca vpoateycwrat 
VB.0,-0, 

xxi 2 (nrovdaa'»p % {exc M, P,^) wpwros S [exc Pn) job 3 (joh i 

246 iFpoT€pos) irpcn-wpos P^ arUtqua isid dion primum consHtU' 
turn prisca 8 trvpnBirai y {exe P9) V^ f joh 2 4 owrtB^trBiu 

P, : latt om koi rovr. ownB. 4 XP^'^''] ^>^ «rXi;p«(rai Y^ S 

joh 1234 »/>ur/icv.] add irkrjpt^aiu Y^ y f phot bals : nkiip, deest 
in latt 

Ordo cc. xxii, xxiii invertUur in PgPj,ef zon bals matt 

xxiii 1 Em a cum ^ {exc O^Pg) y Pn^^ Mon joh 2 3 6 phot HcpiO^ P, 
C 8 (exc P,i) P,g e f joh i 4 zon bals 8 tiarhipwrai % {exc Pjj) 

explere dion 



XX 1 nvof] tif Vj 2 (Mil Twx«f Fj* jbbto rom vpo, fia$, Pj, 

zxi 1 om reap L vopycvovcr«ir V| tmrofivwavp V^ Pj^ amipovyrcap O4 

2 ytwofuya O4 R» M, Pu V4 ywo/ttva V^* R, F, Mj Og P14 ytytmnj/uwa L 
«ai [^opca] C <p6op(nroi(iy P^ joh 3 8 ciMiXvc phot 4 om 8< 

Pu om Tc Of B3* cvp.] irotovvret P^^ Pj^ bals matt 6 ad finem 

add r7 oyia <rvpo9n Y^ tov tov vpoakKmonrrot tov cut/nnv^kvov tov vwo/wtconf' 
ros TOVS awtOTOfTos {ichol. in M| ex eomm Zamarae) M, 

xxii 1 T«y {jncovffJ] F, P, bals 4 tnrovivcr. B, /icy] dt L rov rcA. 

5c tr f zon 3 bab rcXciov] rcAovs L t/k» tw rcXf i P^ joh 

2 a^iowrOcMTOp L 

xxiii 1 orowr.] a(ie{ 8c Mon wpoartpos F/ M^ P|g Y, vporros F, IC, joh 4 

cwm cTiy P|i cvTticTi Fg 8 om toi' Os Of 
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XXIY Ol icaTafX(un'€vofAeiH>i jcal rdSii <n)vri$€C(us tQv iBimv i^axo- 
kov0ovvT€S rj tla-dyovris nvas eis rohs iavr&v oIkov9 lirl 
ip€vp4(r€i. i^€LpyjaK€i&v Q fcat KaOdpacij ivb rbv Kovova 'n-tTrr/- 
Ttaaav Trj$ ircvraer^a; Korh rohs fiaOnovs rohs &pi<rfievov9f 
rpia In} vTroTrrdatiAS fcat bio irri evxrjs "X^pls vpoa-<^opas. 5 

XXT Mri^oTcvo'ci^eirifs ris K6pi]v irpoir€(f>$apri rj} ^€X<^^ aArrjSi 
&s Koi iTn,<l>opfj<rai avrriv' (yriii€v H riiv fjanjarriv fierh roura, 
17 5^ <^Oap€i<ra imfyfaro* ol ovvcidJres iK€keS<r6riirap iv 
bfKaerCf^ be^Biivai cis rovs frvvcarQras Korii tov9 &piiriijhovs 
paOfjLOvs. 5 

xxiv 1 xpowv P, P^ P,* F^* 0, Pg C V, icarajcoXoi;^. T^^ f bals 

8 a»atp€ir€i Y^ Mon P^, L O, f matt aw€p€vinj<r€i P^ job 2 (avaipev- 

wy<r« job 3) om km O, P* Vj V^ V, V^ L f bals 134 

6 Tfis [virojiT.] 8 (exc Pn) job i 4 
xxY 1 ffov [irpoo-f^^i;] y (eak? B^ : 0,^ cM caif) Y^ gi quis sponsam 
kabetM isid sed quidam sponsam habens cod monac 6243 «<dion 
2 €vtfl}opri<rm a {exc B^ P,*)cMm E^ P^ Fj* O^^ S («a» M, M,) V^ 
Mon» Pj, L job 2 3 6 7 pbot bals €in<l>op€<rai R^ Pj* p («»c B^ P,) 
Mon* Og P]4 job I zon tfi^toprja-M y {ffn<l>oprf<rai O^^ €<l>opija-at F,) 
arifPopTia-ai (ex achol M J M, M, job 4 8 tviKJ^apaa-ai f 8 17 dc 

odcX^i; 17 ^. S job : 17 odcX^i; (Zm^^ tn latt 4 dcica crcinv P„ 

ef zon 



xxiv 2 oucovs avTuy M| our. mvr. job 3 8 om 17 F| job 334 17 «ai mu O4 

iraftifHrcc] aytvptati Oi* 4 vcyro.] c^acriar L 6 om trff [wxfjs'] P^ e 
am tvxnf Pii P18 job a 3 4 om x«fHf F^* n/s [wpocr^.] P^ 

XXV 1 cor rcf wp, Ol* wpot^>$afitf P^, f job 3 wpo<r9^9apti 8 (0d?c P^) V4 job 3 4 
2 om «eu [cvt^p.] C twupopmicai sehol. in M^ V 0^ in mar^ Yg e^ in 

tee^t» job 8 /anfOTivOtiaca^ M3 /itravTa Y3 3 om 8c Pn 

01] add dc B, M, <jvyot8orcf Of 4 Sc/rarca P, om Scx^Tvcu Rg Of* 
(in mar^ Oj) ciy] avrovf P]^| 5 9 ccotw [/3a0/<.] V^ 

/» <ea:ftt P13 ipfjajytiai ex eomm. Zonarae nquuntur cc. x, xiv, xv ; in ^ear^ 
C kpiKifv^im quae nee in Zonara nee in BaUamone reperiuntur, eegi^untur 
cc. vi (oKow€i itws T^y Koi»wUai' M, r. A.)» z (doxcr i»ikx*<r9ai «. r. A.); ^. etia/m 
cc. i, vi. 
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B. ESSAY. 

The aim of the present essay is to offer a small contribution 
to the work of forming an accurate text of the Canons: a 
work which has indeed yet to be begun. For the great 
editors of the Canons from Justel downwards have practically 
omitted that part of their labours : they have consulted but 
few MSS, and in their editions have as a rule specified the 
authorities neither for their tezt^ nor for the variants which 
they have added. It is true that Cardinal Pitra felt the de- 
ficiency and set himself to the task ; but his opparatM criticus 
is not only inadequate, and by no means exhaustive, but also 
incorrect, some of the readings he cites from Vatican MSS 
being certainly wrong ^. Thus in the want of a critical edition 
errors have become stereotyped in the printed text ; for ex- 
ample, confining ourselves in this essay to the Canons of 
Anoyra, I have been able to find no MS authority whatever 
for two readings in the edition at present most accessible, 
I mean that of Bruns ', viz. : cc. xv dj/a/SoAcio-dat, xxiv om 
T(As \&pi(rykiv(ms\ ; his reading In/ i7roTr€<riTaxray KaC (c. xvi) 
only occurs in one MS, O^ ; other readings have only veiy 
weak, or late authority, e.g. in c. xiii, x<Ap€Tn(rK6vovSi iXKh 
firfi4. Again, many of the variants given in his footnotes 
I have come across in no MS, e.g. c. i irpoaaxB&a-iy iii irepi- 
a-Kfdivras, hfiapTria-airraSi x y<m€lvy xvi IT^pl t&v iXiycas K.r.X., 
xxi arvjnrtOtvraiy while most of the readings cited from 
Beveredge are really due to Balsamon, as Beveredge's text 
was simply a reprint of a fourteenth century MS of 
Balsamon's commentary (bals 2). 



^ £.g. in hif app, erit on the Ancjnran Ganons, o. li Upas om vatic, a (»Rs), 
iii lw6 rcvwr, cum Tatio., iy vfodporipqf vatic. 2,yiom ris yatio. 2, 3, ziii X'f^ 
nffK6>w<jim viUffo, h linurrp vatic. 2, zz 1^ ru yvi^ vatic. 2, are certainly wrong. 

' Can, ApoH, et Conoil, reeognovii H, T* Brum, Berlin, 1859. His text ii 
baeed on Mann's edition of 1759. 
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For the present apparatus eriticM we have collations of 45 
MSS of the Conncils and about 1% MSS of editors and com- 
mentators, the printed texts of the commentators and Latin 
versions, with a few readings from MSS of the latter. The 
examination of these authorities points to some prelimin$ury 
considerations. 

(a) The early MSS, at least those of the tenth and eleventh 
century, very readily fidl into three distinct groups, a, 9, y : 
in the five oldest of our MSS, of the tenth century, we have 
an extreme and exclusive type of each of these groups. How- 
ever as the MSS get later, we find the lateness of date 
marked not only by a great increase in the number of variants 
and in inaccuracy, but also by confusion between the group 
readings. In the twelfth century, for instance (when also a 
new and distinct group S comes first within our view), a MS 
of a, Vj, begins to show several distinct readings of y aoid S ; 
e.g. it reads with y S c. viii icoti;a)i;efra)(rav, xiv fiicKia-a-oivro, 
xxi add v\rip6ia'ai : with S, c. vi ixSvp (^. y), xv mirpayiUvoav : 
with y, c. iii 'irpo(rh€\&/iT<i><rav, vii [Ria] bi, x KaBiariii^voi 8<roi 
bi€iJLapTvpavTo, Trapaa-itiiTrq(ravT€if xv [Ilepi] bi^ xvi [cTra] Koi. 
In 9 also we find for the first time signs of connection with S, 
e. g. Pg reads c. iii ircpicrx^fOivras, iixfiak6vT<i>v, and with C 
V KOiviovfCraxraVy xxiii Tlcpl, C also has xiv fibtkiirfroiino. In 
the next century, our a MS O^ has characteristics both of 9 
(c. ii Upas, rotATovs, iv <ri^obpoTip<fj and of S (c. i ivaisaXaliravTaiy 
iii iixpaX6vT(ov, viii KOiva>vrJTa>a'av, xiv jSdeXtJcroirro, xv ircwpay- 
lUvoiv, xix i7rayy€ikiix€voi). We also reach some MSS which 
might be assigned to a, but have so many agreements with 
other families, that they are best left apart. E. g. Y^ has c. 
ii Toirovs with ^, cc. y and viii KOtv<av€lT(a<raVf xv Tcirpay- 
luivfdv with S, and c. ii £prov, viii Koti/cDi^etroxrai^, xv r^ icvptaicf , 
xxi avvrlOerai, xxv iav Trpoa^fl^SApri with y — but on the other 
hand c. xiv d bi firi PoijKoivto with a : V^ is also marked by 
a number of interpolations, e.g. ^i/o-iif, &s elpiyrai, rj} ayl(^ 
(rw6b<^f etc. Mon. has some marked coincidences with ^, 
e.g. c. iii Trpo<riy€<rOaii vi om ns, xv elcrodoi;, but also c v 
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KoiviAvtLriAfTQv with S^ ziy jSdeXt/o-a-otvro with y S« Further 
these later MSS have a number of entirely new, or exegetical, 
readings. This confusion then of group readings occurring 
only in late MSS ought not to affect our division of the 
earlier MSS. It will only serve to show (i) that these 
readings are likely corrections or errors, and so were such in 
their origin, or {%) that the existence of certain various read- 
ings and recensions had become known and exercised influ- 
ence. At the same time in our treatment of the groups we 
must bear in mind the distinction between these two classes 
of variations : (i) those peculiar to the group, or ' group read- 
ings,' (2) those supported by other groups or external evidence, 
which may accordingly be, not marks of a group, but the right 
reading. 

(b) There is another cause to which probably a great number 
of the various readings are due. From very early times, from 
John of Antioch in the sixth century onwards the Canons 
have been subject to the operations of numerous editors and 
commentators : editors who have arranged the Canons in col- 
lections ((Tvvrdy/ukira) according to their subject-matter, such 
as John Scholasticus, presbyter of Antioch, patriarch of Con- 
stantinople in 564^ Photius, patriarch in the ninth century, 
Symeon the Logothete, and the hieromonachM Matthew Blastar 
(c. 1335)9 and commentators who have written commentaries 
on the text, such as John Zonariis, imngarvm and proioB a 
iecretis, who wrote before 11 20, Alexander Aristenus, and 
Theodore Balsamon, patriarch of Antioch, disappointed of the 
patriarchate of Constantinople about 1190. K these nume- 
rous editors have not arbitrarily emended the text, yet their 
glosses and interpretations may easily have caused variants, 
as in some MSS their actual words have crept into the text : 
thus comments of Zonaras occur in the text of M3 (cc. v, xxi), 
of LOg P14 (c. vii), and of P13 (c. xix) ; other scholia are found 
in Pg (c. i) and C (cc. i, vi). Hence if we find a variant in 
some MSS agreeing with the text of a commentator, and not 
of older date, we shall not err in ascribing it to his influence ; 
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and in fiu5t we shall not err in assigning to that sooroe the 
great mass of late variants. To confirm this presomption 
we give a list of readings occurring in late MSS and also in 
Zonaras and Balsamon and possibly due to them : — 

c. It om fu$n;s bals V^ 

V addi xp^^ zon P„ 0, P^^ 

add hu bals f 
Ti ri^ l(aenap bals 6 f 
▼ii i) [ical^oy.] zon bals matt ?„ e f 
httOTop II, T^r vpo<nl>, zon bals P13 e f 
cVrt r6 [d(M»fi.] bals f 
xi vir. 3XX, Apw, fura ravra (ir) bals Vj f 

lunprrtv<rafuvois zon bals 3 matt Fg* L Pjj P^^ f 
xiii x»P<n'/<riooiroy bals-com matt P^ 

vpevfivrtpov zon 2 3 bals-com (matt) C P,, 
xiv (nn kcH [amxp/i,'] zon bals P^ e f 

[i^Nirccir] aur&p zon 2 bals f 

otn &S /ufd€ bals f 
XT tl vpo(r^K€i bals f 
xvii nptHTiTo^ev rovrois (tr) bals Vj 
xix JdrX^tff aristenus bals matt f 
xxi iroiotWfff bals matt P^^ (P„) 
cc. xxii, xxiii invert zon bals matt P, P„ ef 
xxii rov r«X. dc' {tr) bals f 
xxiy ffonucoXov^oiWffrbalsPiif 
XXV df ic^ frco-iy zon Pj, e f 

The following readings are probably due to Matthew 
Blastar: — 

c. xiii iiii ypaiJLfuirtiif matt f 
xiv €l dt fiij {mtUoup matt f 
xyiii rot) irpta-fivrtpov matt f 
cf. c. xxiy liMupcVfi matt Y^ Mon P„ L O^ f 

The following readings, which are certainly not right, 
should also be noticed: — 

c. Y rpuTi^ O3 P, C y, F,^ Mon e f zon bals aristenus 
vi [crwrfdou] avriji P, Fj C f zon bals 

T^i^ rijs i$atTias P, Fj C Mon P,, zon 
X €fUipTvpri<rayro P, Fj* C Mon* L f ZOn 
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Readings which may be due to Fhotins are : — 

c.yii fKoarff . . . i^darw phot 0, 
xiii inuTKAirois irSK€»s phot B^ 0^ P« C^^ 
zxi [tfpMrfi.] vkrjpiHrai phot Vj Y ^ hals 

The close relation between the texts of John of Antioch 
and gronp S will be considered later on. 

(c) The extent of the difficulty caused by the influence of 
editors and commentators will be seen, when we realize that 
we have no independent MS prior to their work. Zonaras 
and Balsamon are indeed late (twelfth century), but we have 
no MS older than the ninth century, in which Photius 
lived, while John of Antioch dates three centuries earlier, and 
the MSS of his Syntagma are about as old as those which we 
possess of the Canons themselves. Thus we have no inde- 
pendent MSS, and in fact the families of the MSS do seem 
to correspond to the texts of these editors : the text of John 
SchoL and of S are very similar ; the same might almost 
be said of a and Photius ; and, though indeed there is not 
the same extent of similarity, yet the texts of Zonaras and 
Balsamon seem based on those of fi and y respectively — at 
least there are several coincidences which point to this con- 
clusion ; lastly, some striking coincidences imply that the 
text of f with its numerous fresh variants is that of Matthew 
Blastar. To form an estimate of the trustworthiness of these 
editors we can only argue from (i) internal evidence and 
(i) the renderings of the versions. 

Of the versions, the most important is the Latin^ which we 
possess in three forms, in the so-called Isidorian and ' Prisca ' 
versions, and in the translation of Dionysius Exiguus. This 
evidence ought to be important, as the versions were made early ; 
the Isidorian in the first half, and the Prisca in the second half 
of the fifth century, while Dionysius must have translated the 
Canons before 523, when Pope Hormisdas died^. On the other 

^ For ail siatements ooncenung the Latin veniona and mu reference is 
made once for all to Maassen Ge&ekiehte der QudUn in der Literatur deM 
e^monitehen JRechts im Abenlande. 
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hand, the Latin is not so helpful as it ought to be, {a) because 
of the variety of the translations : of the so-called Isidorian 
version there are two very different forms ^ ; the two MSS ' of 
the Prisca by no means agree ; and of Dionysius' text there 
are four distinct recensions^. Further, of these versions 
themselves we possess at present no critical edition, the de- 
sirability of which will be seen when we come to discuss the 
thirteenth Canon of Ancyra. {b) The early translators seem 
to have been very ignorant of Greek, or at least very often 
quite unable to understand the meaning of the Ancyran 
Canons. Hence, not only do we have wrong translations, 
as e. g. in c. vii for rh hi ci yjn\ ^lerh r^9 7rpoa'if>opa9 K.r.X« 
the Prisca gives us qttia oportet et post ohlatUmem unumquemque 
episcopumprobare, but the translators give such free renderings 
or paraphrases as to throw littie light on the original Greek. 
The difficult passage in c. iii ircpLaxia-divras rjroi els X€ipa% 
was too hard for them, and they afford us no help ; for c. xiv 
the Isidorian translators give a lengthy paraphrase, while the 
Prisca so abbreviates it that we cannot tell whether /SdeXt/o-- 
a-oivro was read or no. In the Isidorian text we have lengthy 
explanations of iXoyevofjJvcav in c. xvi and of iiyapLoav in c. xix, 
while it renders &9 Kal itnifioprjaai oMjv in c. xxv eique inAae- 
serit tamquam suae et sibi expetendam esse coniunctionem : iiv 
Tipos yvvij fioix^vO^ in c. xx, and koX ra&n^ (rvvrldcvrai in c. xxi 
it omits altogether. Even Dionysius, in spite of his claim 
to greater accuracy, is by no means immaculate, thus e.g. 
1^' iKitTTov (a vii) he renders et singulos actus, pLerh ypaixpArcav 
(c. xiii) vel litteriSy koI p.)} iirfUouv (c. xiv) tanquam non con- 
sentientes ; koI Tovrtf (rvvridivrai in c. xxi he also omits \ 

To turn now to the MSS themselves, as has been already 
said, the early MSS readily fidl into three &milies a, ^, y, 

^ Hie vTilgate text, and the older form found in the F^eising mg (cod. 
monac. 6243) and the Wnnbnrg ms (cod. mp. th. f. 146). 
' Codd. vatic, reg. 1997 and bod. mus. loi, 102, 103. 

* The first and second editions by Dionysiua himself, the Dionyslo-Hadrian 
edition, and the Bobbian Dionysius. 

* Cf. the Latin renderings given on pp. 186, 187. 
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and a fourth distinct family S appears in the twelfth oentuiy : 
in the case of 9 and y, it is true, it is hard to form a fixed line 
of demarcation and a fixed text, bnt there are distinct classes 
of passages where we may expect variations in each group 
respectively, and the MSS in each group all tend towards a 
definite type of text. It is then time to give the characteris- 
tic readings of each group. 

a. As this essay does not profess to restore the original text 
of the canons, the text of one of the groups has been printed, 
and that of a chosen on the assumption, to be subsequently 
verified, that it is the nearest representative of the original text. 
And this on the following grounds: (i) its MS authority, 
including three MSS of the tenth century, is as good as or 
better than that of the other fiEimilies ; {%) these MSS give a 
veiy definite type of text ; (3) this text is the easiest one to 
assume as the basis of the others, as it occupies a middle posi- 
tion from which the other three groups diverge in difierent 
directions, whereas each of the other groups possesses a number 
of distinctive readings which would have to be discarded 
before it could serve as the starting point for variation in the 
directions of the other groups ; (4) in many cases the internal 
evidence is distinctly in fii^vour of a. The MSS are B^Pi P2 
(s. x) O2 Og P4 Pg (s. xi) Vi (s. xii) O^ (s. xiii) Vg (s. xv) ; and the 
text difiers from that of Bruns as follows : — 



a 0. ii Upccnitrii 


Brans: Upat 


fTvvtibouv 


(rvifGi<H€v 


ill npoay€(r6(u 


vpoiraytirBai 


vi f( ixevroi ns kip^vpos 


(t /ifvroi K^dwor 


vii €^Td(r€U 


d^twrai 


xiii x^P*^"'''^^^^ 


X^p^vuTKirrovf 


dKkh fi^v yaifhf 


aXXa fiTjd€ 


xiv €( dc fi^ jSovXociTO 


§1 dff jSovXocvro 


jcal firi virtUottv 


Ka\ ci fifj vTreiKoup 


TV tttfOKakiiir&tu 


ayaPakti<r$<u 


ctrc 


tUrep 


vpSaoliop 


turofiov 


xvi h^cip vmirta^ifTwf 


hrf wmrta^Twrop Km 


VOL. ni. 


M 
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c. xz dci doncci 

xxiy tBpwf -^^vwf 

T10W PaBfJLOvs Toiis npitTfuvovs rovs fia$fAo{>t &purfUvavs 

XXV tnupoprjo-at hrupop€€rtu 

. This text has a great similarity to that of Photias ^, which 
however presents the following variants : — 

C. i avandkala-arrag X [tmrptm^vai] ovrow 

ii rovrow awL^ouv xiii inutio&woii nSkta^s 

om T^s T€ [rot; Siprov^ xiv W dc /SdcXvo-crocyro 

ill di^ayn^f XV [Tifu}y] rovr kokw &vrfir<ifi€- 

irpo€(;ilTdtrBrf wovs [fCTc] 

V [6] irpo€x»p [pios\ xviii Oirtvcf (ei^ i, ^ed m tit 8 

vi om fiiiipcof e7 ni^ff) 

irXiypttctv xxi itts&ikvt 

om Tis [«ipt(rft€Kior] irXi;/K»<rai 
vii iKom^ . . . c^cWtt 

Within the group we have these variants in more than one 

MS:— 

c. i aptnraKaUrwmu P,* OgO, CWtth P^^S e johphot«f0 

ii Ttnmwf Oj P4 O, V. 9 P, M,* P^ V4 phot 

ili^6in€i,v F, Oe Pg Oi S P„ O, Pi^ zon ttc 

iii wpotinrAaeri P, F, V. Fj P, P^V^ f phot 
vi €niTp*yfraifT»y ^i P 1 

vii fj iv T6n^ F, V^ Pj* V, S joh 

viii rpuTtap O3 Fj C V^ Mon 

vn<m€aaT»(rap R^ Pj Pj B^ O^ Pjj 

KotvttiwirflMray Vj 0, P„ Y ^ ^4 1' K., f joh ete 

xiv €l di PovXotvTo Ri Pj* 9 P^, P„ zon 

CI* dc /SdcXvtrcrocvro Y^ 0, C y S Mon joh phot latt 

XV om KOi [pfi] Rj Pi P, 0, B^R, 

mnpayiUvi^v V, O. % V, O3 P„ P„ 

om r^v {rip^l Pj Oj O, Pji 

xvi om T^ff [ir/)0(r<^.] Rj Pj P, O5 
^OiTOi hi incip nov can OjVg R^ 
aw[Tvy\caf(T»a'a»j Oj Vj 

xviii otrtvis » Pj O3 O3 P, C M3 V, P„ P,, 

^ For whose text, however, we have to rely on the accnracy of Card. Mai'i 
printed edition : of. p. 141. 

' This reading is not significant. The illuminator seeing tTiv€s might readily 
suppose it to be the familiar Oirtvis. 
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c. xviii ovtrrao-cif OjVg 

xiz ^oyyciXa/MMM P, 0, O, S joh I 2 4 

om &s !R| O3 

xxiv om Kol Oj P^ V, V^ V, V* L f bals 

XXV eiri<f)op€a'ai Rj Pj* fi Mon* O, Pj^ zon 

The following significant readings occnr in single MSS : — 

in Yj c. iii irpo<rb€xOffTwra» eumyhelB 

vi ^vjj Il,R,F,8P„joh 

vii {tdta] d€ y 

X Ka0urTdfi€Voi 6a-oi . . . 

huiiopTvfMVTo Y (bals) 

frapacrtdOTr^o-aia-cff 0^0*) ^s ^^^ 

XV [ncpi] d« Y 

xvi [cfra] Mil Y^^uf^^JS 

xvii Ttpoa-era^ravTOVstT bals 
xxi [&purfi,'\ vkfip&atu y{^liothBlB{cfV) 

in O, c. V rpuri^ ^ cwn Pg C V, Mon e f zon bals 

in F, c. iii frpoo-oyco-^m (la m^cwm, ^ B^ O,, F3 M, lig P^ Mon e 
vii kK&arwi P.a Rj^Qi P, P„ job 2346 

ix jcouwi^e/raKray F^ Pj^ C R^ Oj M, V^ P„ R, f 

XV T^ KvpioK^ y Pjj V^ 

xix ivaYY€\6iwm R, P, P, P^ V^ L Pj^ 

in Og c. ii Upas cum 9 P,^ e zon 

iv <r<l)oipoT€pf (lam.) P, P,* F^* O^ V, 
viii iicdaT^ . . . c^cWoft phot 

Among the MSS we notice a close agreement between per- 
haps the two oldest MSS of all — B^ P^, in fact they only diflPer 
in two places, c. vii ioprfi 17) i6v. Rj and cixom Irri B^. Thus 
onr two oldest MSS, and they of the tenth centuiy, having 
been copied from the same archetype (hardly from one another, 
being of the same age), their text, which is practically a^ is 
carried back to a much earlier date. It is to be marked that 
these MSS agree with fi in two significant places, cc. xiv, xxv. 
Vg, our latest MS included in the group, is most probably a 
copy of O2, as it only varies from it in reading c. iii itpot^- 

^ Of also reads rpieriay in c. Tiii, Mon. agreeing with it in both places : the 
readings here probably affected one another. 

M 2 
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riirOrjy cvvLrj iv rJir^. In O3 we see for the first time the un- 
doubted hand of the corrector^ viz. in c. v rpierla ; and the 
group further shows how the variants and agreements with 
other fiimilies creep in. Thus a later MS, Og (s. ziii), has dis- 
tinctive readings both of 9, y, and S, the value of which will 
be examined later ; Og also has an emendation of Photius in 
c. vii (cf. also c. xiv). Lastly, Vj has a very close agreement 
with Y) only it retains a's readings on some most decisive 
points; it shows a remarkable agreement in these variaidons 
and others with Balsamon, cf. the lists on p. 20. 

fi. This group shows a gradual deflection from a, so that 
it is di£Scult to give an exact text, but the following list 
of variants will show the direction and the degree of the 
divergence. The MSS are Pg (s. x) R3 R4 O^ P^ Pg P^ Og (s. xi) 
P7 Pg PjQ C (s. xii) Vg (s. xiii), but in Pg cc. i-xvi, and in Pg cc. 
vi-xviii are wanting, so that they are not counted in the 
following table. 

Variants from a in 11 MSS: — 
c. XX doirci omn +P3 cumT^efzon 

in 10 MSS :— 

xvc'«repP3R,RAr,Q.Pa MonR^ezon l^^^- 
P,oCV, ) ^" (cum a P, 

in 9 MSS:— 



• • 

11 


TOVTOVS PjR^O^PjFiOj ) 

P,P,,V,(B,roCro) J 


O.P.O.V.P, 






M,* P„V, phot 


P.C 




trvuidouu P3 R^ R^ 0^ Og ) 
P,P,,CV. + P, / 


VjO.PaMonR, 






bate 


P.F. 


■ • . 

Ill 


jrpoa6y€(r6<u P, B^ R4 0^ 

F,o,p,cv,+p, ; 


F,' E. 0, P, M, 






M,P„Moae 


P.P.. 


XXV 


imimpiaM P, R^ 0« Fj* 

0,P,P,.CV.+P,P. / 


E^ P,* Men* 0, 






Pj^zon 


E.P.(F,a) 




in 8 MSS:— 




• • 

Vll 


djt&crot P, R, E^ 0, F,* 








O.P,C 




P.P,.V. 


xiv 


(( ti jSotiXouTo P, ^Bi^ 0« 








F,*O.P,P„V/ 


R,P,*P„P„zon 


E.P.(F,*V.*) 
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E,R,O.P, 



P,'E,RAP,C 
E,R.O,P,P„(P,.F.«) 

R,R,0,F,»P,P,.P,C 



m 7 MSS:— 
c. ii UfAi P, P, P, 0, P„ C 

V,+P, 0,P„ezon 

vi 0OTmP,P,riO,P„CV, V,MonP„efzonb8l8 
XV «r<ro«o»P,P,F,0,P„CV, Mon 

in 6 MSS 1 :— 

xiv«*[M.i]P.»P.F.O,P,.V, P,« 
xxiv xprfv-.-P.P.'F^O.CV.+P.P, 

in 5 MSS:— 
iv a^^^,,vP,P,*F,»0,V, O.* 

These readings also are to be noticed : — 

C. ii r^t /I. SKKjfi ri^i\fi ^miyvat P, Y,* ^R* matt 
am Kcunit Fj cum P^ R, 

om T^« ['*p»«'] Pio 
V^P.FiPio 

iii frtptarxfOivras P, 
(fifiakdvTOiv P, 
V KouwutiTaa-av F^ Pg Pjq C Vg 

rpimV P, C V, 
vi /K^nyKj 

oer^pP.FiC 
T^y Trjs i^rrias P, Fj C 
vii i}[^yrrffr<plri»V, 

iKotrrov P^* 
viii Tpwriatf C 
ix ficv rn; ^r R^ Fj 

Kowmv€irwrc» Fj Pj^ C (lyr) 
X tiiapTVpfjaravTO Pj Fj* C 
xiii om ftrpf .0^ 

vp€arPvr€pov C 
xiv pifXtKTO'Ourro C 
xvi Iri; vnonttriraa'ap koL O, 
xix iirayyt\6fievot B^ P, Pg 
zxi [x/x^i^i^] frXi;/Moo-cu F^^ 
xxii, xxiii tnt^er^ P, 
xxiii ntpi O^ Pg C 

The group seems to fall roughly into two divigions, measured 
by their divergence firom a. Nearer to a we have R3 R^ O4 P7 

> Alio an itadam c ▼. iyaK\/jc€Ofs Bt O4 Fx Og PioC + Pg. 



O, S Mon 

OjO^SLOgRgfjoh 

F,0,OiSP„OgP„zon 

PgO^SV^MonPigLfbalB 

Og Mon e f zon bals 

V,E,F.8P„joh 

f zon bals 

Mon P„ zon 

FgVgSjohia46 

F,R,0,P,P„joh2 34 6 

OgFgV.Mon 

F.lCo,MgV,P„Rgf 

Mon* L f zon 

(Brans) 

P„zon 

Vj Og y 8 Mon job phot 

(Bruns) 

F,P^V,LP„ 

My) 

P„ e f zon bals matt 
SP„ef zon bals 
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which we may call 9i, and of these B^ is perhaps the cloeest 
to a. Further off we have P,, composed of PsPiO^PiqV^ 
among which P|0 is not so advanced as the others. We 
notice that these are later MSS, except P3, which appears to 
be the earliest MS of p, and which represents the extreme 
limit of its variation. Pg is in a peculiar position, contradict- 
ing the order of the group, it has the peculiar marks of p^, but 
not those variations from a which are common to both p^ and 
Pg. F^ has been much corrected, generally into agreement with 
a, e. g. c. iv <l>aihpoT4pif^, vii e^crdcrcu^ z iyLOLpripcarro, ziv el hi 
/AT^ )3(h;\. xxiv iBv&Vi xxv iin<f>opfja'ai : but cf. also c. vii ^ iv 
rJir^p, xxi add irXi^pttcrai. O5 is the MS whose peculiar read- 
ings in a xiii, xvi are followed by Bmn& 

The first list of readings sufficiently marks off p as a family 
by itself, distinct from the other families. The only traces 
of connection are in the second class of readings, and they 
occur mostly in later MSS, are many of them easy corruptions 
or obvious mistakes (c£ especially c. ii tprov, c. vi r^i/ ttjs 
k$a€TCas, c. xix iir(xyy€\6ii€voi^ which are clearly transitional 
readings), and in any case are too sporadic to interfere definitely 
with the division into fiimilies. 

The only seeming exception is Pg, which in only twelve 
canons has several coincidences with S, c. ii rovrois, iii ircpKix^- 
SivraSf ifxPaXSvTODv, v icoiifcorcfraxrav, xxiii ITcpt, cfl also v 
di/cucXijcrecof; ii OiXouv, xix JirayycXJ/mcvoi. The deficiencies 
of Pg may perhaps be supplied by C. These two MSS agree 
remarkably in their contents, order, etc., so that probably 
they are copies of the same MS : this presumption is confirmed 
by the striking agreement in their readings, e. g. the insertion 
of the same scholion in c. i, $iXoi€Vy toAtois, rptcr^^ , koivouvcC' 
T(A(rav, Ucply etCy and so, confirming the tendency of Pg, C alone 
of p reads jSdcXt/o-croii/ro in c. xiv. On the other hand, C does 
not read ircpicrxcd^in-o^, iiMpaKovrmVy iirayy€X,6iJL€voi, which is 
important as showing that these readings may have been 
variants from his copy made by Fs scribe. Nor indeed was 
the scribe of C very careful, as is shown by the following 
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mistakes or emendations, c. v rpierCq, vi avrfjs, t^jv ttj^ i^aertast 
XeXoyioTai, irapovaav (for ircurav), viii rpurlav, xi /mcfinjoTevcra- 
fjJvois, xiii 7rp€<r)3iJr€/t)oi;, xviii Oinycs, oTcuridfaxri, vpefrfivripov, 
Y is a family considerably harder to define than fi : in £EKst 
it seems composed of MSS in yarions transitional stages. 
However the variation seems in the direction of a certain type 
represented in B5, and a similar list as in the case of fi will 
give OS a class of readings distinctive of a family. The MSS 
are Eg (s. x) Rj, O^ (s. xi) P9 (s. xii) O7 F3 (s. xiii) ; cc. i-iv are 
wanting in B^. 

Variants from a in all the MSS : — 

c. ii reicB fyrov 9 iror^pioi^ (B^ d^) 
iii irpovt€x^^fr^va» (B^ def) cum Y^ bals 

X dufUtpTVpOMTO (j^ cc Cfl.) ImiIs 

xiii reice trp€(rPvT€povs w^kttis 

iKdoTQ Sjohlatt 

xiy €l dc fiM^wrtroim yjO,CSMonjoh(«t»4)photlatt 

XV ry Kvpuucf F, Pjj V4 

xxi avvrlBrrai {fniwrlBtirBiu P,) V^ f 

[ttpicTfi.] add vrktipwrai Y^ f phot bals (c/S job 1-4) 
XXY €ft/(fMfnja-<u (0,^ ^m(f>oprjam. F, €<l>opfjaui) 

in 5 MSS :— 
cc.iv,v=c.iyE.R.P.O,P. (Cangruit 

c.viii icoiF«in}r»(rai.^R.R,OiO,F,» V, 0,P,o8 V, LB,f P, F,* 

X KoBurrdfuvoi Ann Eg B^ P.O^F, V^ c/bals Oj 

?<^,7<rai. B, R, P, O, P, job456 Oi 

xxy €'AF[irpo<re<^>^]E^OiP,0,*F, V^ B^O,* 

in 4 MSS :— 
iii cw»^[«ar.a.]RsOiP,F,*(B^(fo/) O, 

iv icottwiHTTcwraF B^ P, (cir.) O, F, (R^ (id/) O^ 

vi x«»P« ^ fUTOuafviag B^ B, O, F, (O^^ fUTOUUtrias) O^ P, 

vii [a4aJ««'B,B,0,F, V, 0,P. 

xiii €nt(rK^iroi9B^0^V^0^^{0* -now) phot 
xv [nepl]WR.R,0,F, Vi 0,P, 

^ There is maoh varifttion between Koa^wytirwraaf and imvmrffTVffQFy which is 
not wholly unimportant — ^the latter being generally found in y and S. 
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c. xvi [ncpi] hk Rj R, O, F, 

[cJro] «u' a^ B, O^ F, V, P„ f bals 

in 3 MSS :— 
iii irp«Hr<iyf(FAuIt^0,R8{R,<id/) F,* ^ M, M, P^ Mon e 
yii ciuioTov . . . cotca R^ O^ P, 
xriii om «« R5 O, F, 
XX wpoa-ayovras R^* R, Oj* O, 



0,P. 

0,P, 
R^F| 
B,0,P, 



cum P|o S Mon 



Compare also : — 
0, ii om Tfjs [^p«r.] 0, 

ApTcv fj mrrfpiov Oj Of 

rot) SpTov KcH rov mrrfplov Koi rov apoxJHptiP R^^ F, 
^rov ^ iror^pcoy P^ 
Tovrow P, 
iii 9€piaxfB€VTas O^ O, (R, def) 

tr evpta-KoiTo R^ F, 

om tvpia-K. et add wfivpdrroi P, O, job 1236 c/S 
y om ^ [/ifrA Twra] R^ P, 
KxntK^vdrtaa-oaf P, O., (i/r) 



p. Fi P«V, 

o,p,o.v.^M,p„v, 

P,8LO,E,fjoh 

F,0,P,8P„0.P„a)n 

P,P.V.F.P„VJphot 



rpt/tria Fj* 
iJHKapBptairewrairBM O^* O, 

vi /M^n/R^Fg 

om Jtj; R^F, 
vii c'oTi [doKifuiirai] 0, 
viii virofrrcFaroMTtiy R, O^ 
ix KOiMoyTroMToy R^ O^ 
X irapao'MMr^otiin'f £ B^* F, 

xiii x^P*^^*^^^"^ B^* 

Xo»pt7ri<rKonof Oj* 

ir/>€4r/9vrf/>oftf [ir<5X.] R5F5 
xiv [icai] €2 [/ii}] P,a 
xy mnpafifUvonf Oj 
xyi om i^aC(a-$» . . . (^iXimof R, 0^* 

^0<roi d< inctp not; canon R, 
xyiii AnofiaKta-Oai R, O, 

oracrui^oiKn B^* 
xxi avprie€ir6ai P, 
xxy om dcx^mc Rg O7* 



F,P,P,.CV.8V,MonP„ 

Lfbals 
O, P, C y. Mon e f zon bals 

V,E»»P„joh 

P« 

P,»»e job (c/f bals) 

R, Pj P, P„ 

r,PjP„CM,V«P„R.f 

V,babi 

F„ Lfbals 

o. 

8joh 
P. 



o.v, 

8 

CMonP^LO.f 
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Of this family B5 gives as the extreme type, and it is the 
earliest MS (s. x)^. F3 is a copy of B5, for though they have 
both been mnch corrected, yet in all its readings F, only varies 
from B5 in a long omission in c. iii, elcUvai in xviii, l<l>opfia'ai 
in XXV, while a corrector has added ij in vii, and Tpurlq in v. 
As the readings in this gronp show transitional features, so 
the MSS themselves have undergone much correction, especi- 
ally B5 Oi O7 and that too in significant places. With regard 
to other groups y gives us many of Vb readings, especially in 
O7, which is the latest MS and also full of variations, many 
entirely wrong. P^ seems to show a little tendency towards 
fi, while it and O^ are perhaps nearest to a, though the latter 
shows some of S's readings. Vj is a MS very close to this 
group, being quite half way between a and y. We also notice 
that several of y's readings are supported by Balsamon, while 
we remember that V^ shows still closer agreement with his 
text. 

S consists of Mj M^ (s. xii, xiii) Mg P^ P^g (s» xiii) V3 (s. xiv), 
all of which, except P^i, have a very marked agreement, so 
much as to point to a single archetype. P^^ possesses only 
about half of the distinctive readings of this group, but its 
own variations are so wide and so independent that it can 
be assigned to no other group. In consequence of the simi- 
larity of the text of John of Antioch, the readings of his MSS 
(for which cf. p. 141) are also given. 

Variations from a: — 



tit, 6yU»p Koi 


exc P,4 M, 




i cofanrttkaiararrag 




eum job P,* 0, 0, P,» e phot 


om \\€lTOUpy€iv] Tl 


Pn 


joh 4 Discrepant joh 1236 


ii wravTwt inMtrayrai 




joh 


om TTJs [Icporuc^r] 


Pu 


joh 2 3 6 Pjo 0,Mon joh i 4 


eeXoup 


Pn 


joh2 46P8CBfc07Mon joh i 3 


d^XcIy 


Pn 


joh 1246 (zon-com) job 3 


iii IdUtp 




joh 234 (joh I covdoitty) joh 6 



^ So also the extreme types of a and P are found in their earliest mss B^ Pi 
and P3 respeciiyely* 



1 ^o The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 



c. iii mpiaxf^yras 




/joh23467P80AL 


joh I 


4fjfiaK6yn^v . ease P„ M, 


fjoh4F,OeP,0,P„0. 
I Pj^zon 


• • ^^ 






job I 2 3 6 


fip^iuxra 


Pu 


joh 4 


joh I 2 3 6 


am Kui [cVccoXv^.] 


p« 


joh 3460 zon 


joh I 3 


dta rump Se^vouv 




joh 2 3 4 6 


joh I 


irtptfir€<r6pTt£ 




joh 








/joh4: cM uvfjarparroi 


om €vpiaK, 


add 4 (ntfjorparroi 




I johi2367P,0, 


joh cum 
joh 7 


iv filas 




, 


joh 


eniBvaatfTtaw 




joh 6 


\j**v\ oSv 




joh I 3 4 6 


joh 2 


bvo ftiy {tr) 


Pu 


joh 1246 


joh 3 


V om [8<roi\ dc 


Pn 


joh 4 


joh 1236 


ayaxkfiattn 


V, 


joh 2 3 4«<aZmM 


joh I 6 


* 


• 


fjoha3 6F.P.P,oCV. 
I P,0,V,MoiiP„Lf 




KOivwnfTwra^ 




joh I 4 


vi y4vji 




johV,R,R,F.P« 




vii § [iv r&irtf\ 




joh 1 2 4 6 F,V,V, 


joh 3 


iarX [doici/ia<7m] 




johO,e(fl)ftlB) 


- 


• •• / 


T* 


nohia36V,0,P„ 
1 YV,LR.f 




Till Kotyoptimo'taf 


Pu 


joh 4 


ix T§ [SkXii] 


Pu 




joh 


X Koi \jut6. Tovra] (/mti& 


WM.P„) 




joh 


xii Itrpoayta-Bai] d€ty 


P» 


joh I a 3 4 


joh 6 


xiii irp€<rpvrepoK trSki^s 


Pu 


joh334568R,F, 


joh I 


iKdarjf 




joh 1-8 Y omn eodd kUt 




xiv /SdcXvo-iTociTo (c/SdcXXvo-iToyro P,j) 


johia3568V,0,CYMon 
phot omn eodd latt joh 4 


XV vnrpayyAviav 




joh2 3V,O.V,0,P,,P„ 


joh 126 


xyi Iti; [rrcpa] 


Pu 


joh 124 


joh 3 6 


xviii tyKoBeartaTas 


Pu 


joh 46 


joh I 2 3 


diropdkeo'Btu 


PuMj 


R.O. 


joh 


xix firayyfiXdfKvoi 


I y«Xdft.) 


joh I a 4P, 0,0, 


joh 3 6 


ovTOi [r^i'] 




joh 




xxi oYTOvdao'tty ^ 


PuM 




joh 



1 This points to a very doie oonneetion between Mi M, Pu Va. 
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c. xxi irpwrof P„ job 3 job 1 2 4 6 

[x/>oW] nMp^a. {^""Vf P^ofb^^^^ job 6 

'^ " I f zon bals job 2 3 6 

€Kw\ffp&inu Pjj job 

xxiv rrjs [vmwrmfr,'] Pj, job I 4 job 236 

XXV 17 [d< ddcX<f>^ 1}] job 

Besides <nrovba(r&v the following itacisms, etc. occar: c. i 
TO hoK€iv M MjMgPjiVj, iii Ttpo<T€^erifT&q MjMjMjVj, 
xiv ivriKouv omn. txxv <n)vrjOlais, if>ap\kaKl<au M^MgMgV^, 
xxv Trpo(r€(t>$dp€i omn. exc, P^^. Further, in cc. y. and xxi 
scholia of M^ have crept into the text of M3, and in c. xxv 
M, M3 read im<t>ofn'Ca'My probably dne to a marginal note of 
M^ (or of Mj's archetype) ^iri^o/mjo-ai. 

The following yariations in the group are to be noticed : — 

c. iii TOMVTu M,P„ 

irpoa-aytcBai M, M, P,j cum job 6 9 B^ O7 P, Mon e 
ix KOiMMT^roow M, job3 4 6F,riPioCR,OiV4PuEef 

xxiii wptarepos M^ P^ V, ¥* 

ffpSrros M, job 4 Fg 

xxiv om ml [icaAycrfi] V, O, P4 VjVg V^ L f 

xxv ciri^oprtVoi M, M, job 4 8 

To finally characterize P^, besides all the differences from 
the group already given, we have further variations, agreeing 
more or less with job ^ : — 

c. ii rmrrovs awdioitp cum job 2 pete 

vii inurrov job a 3 4 6 F, R, Oj P, 

ix rovv [adrX^ow] job 2346 

xiii x^P^^"^""'^^ j<>h 238 R^* L f 

xvi MTonT. €x«V. (fir) job 236 

Otn KcA \yvpaucas\ job 3 

xvii vpoa€{rx*<TBai jobf 

xxi ifkBofumoubf job 3 

* In All theie readings (except one) Pi, agrees with joh 3. 



17^ The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 

c.xxii irp^ rf rcXci * ewoi job 

xxiv apfptwrfO-ti job 2 (3) 

ow €v^s job 2 3 4 P„ 

witb otber MSS, besides readings already given : — 



c. ii om ndmit 


cum F, R, 


iii frpo((;rjTcur6rf 


P,F.V.F,P,V,f 


vi om [dvo] Uni 


R5F, 


ix ftip trtf (tr) 


R,F,P, 


XY rf KVpicucf 


f,yV, 


om lijv ['"W"'] 


P. 0,0. 


XVi [tlTo] KM 


VjYfbals 



Besides all tbese variations it bas 28 peculiar readings, or 
mistakes, wbich it would be superfluous to enumerate. 

Tbe text of S is not identical witb tbat of Jobn of Antiocb. 
All tbe MSS of Jobn examined reject tbe readings pCas (c. iv) 
T?i iXXp (c. ix) Kal fjL€Ta ravra (c. x) ittoPaXicOai (c. xviii) 
iKTrkripQ<rai (c. xxiii), and bave furtber variants of tbeir own 
in c. X Tovs ijb€X<t>oijs, xvii irpoaeix.^a'Oai, xxii irpbs r^ riXu. 
We bave four MSS agreeing against ^ mc, i om ti,u iiifia- 
X,6vTW, PpdlMara^ Y om h€, and in tbe new reading tKa(n'ov 
(c. vii), wbile we bave tbe agreement of 3 MSS against S in 
at least 9 otber readings. 

It is important to examine tbe relation of tbe Latin 
versions to S. Owing to tbe nature of tbese translations, as 
well as tbe minute cbaracter of tbe variations in tbe Greek, 
it is in most cases impossible to tell tbe Greek original. 
However, in tbe following instances we can compare tbem. 
All tbe Latin translations^ agree witb c. xiii iicdoTT/, xiv 
ph€X:6a'<roivTo, Tbe Prisca bas primum constitutum in c. xxi 
(=7rp6>ro9): tbere is also mucb agreement witb itptcr^ryripois 
in c. xiii, but tbe Latin texts tbemselves are very uncertain 
(cf. p. 1 87 f.). S may be supported by tbe following translations, 
in c. ii per aliquorum ignoraniiam isid. propter quorundam ign, 
dion., in c. xvi altero quinquennio isid.(?=ir^i;r€ trri (rtpa), in 

* Alio all the MSS examined. Over fifty MSS have been oonsalted as to 
the readingB in co. xiii, xiv, and other Important variationa. 
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c. xix profesn^ poUidti isid., quanti promiserunt prisca (? = Hay 
y€iX(i/i€2/oi), in c. xxiii explere dion. (^:=iKitkr\p&(rai). 

On the other hand the Latin has 9acro in c. ii (?=Upa;), 
Isidore and Dionysins both have minis tantum (fiovov) in e. vi, 
and antiqua in c. xxi (^^itpor^pos). Dionysins and some MSS 
of Isidore have c. iii aliquid eibi joolluti {^pp^iii n); (rcpa 
(c. zvi) is omitted in in qua quinquennia durante^ dion ; while 
there is no trace in any translation of e. vii ^ \iv roir<p], xii 
dctr, xix oh-oi^ XXV ri Vk id€X<^^. Thus weighing both sides 
together the Latin is against S. 

Later MSS. After the preliminary remarks on the infln- 
ence of editors etc. (pp. 156-159), not much need be said about 
the later MSS ; their evidence for or against a reading will 
not in itself be of much weight ; to their new readings is due 
the mass of variations in the apparatus criticus, and it will be 
sufficient in a few words to characterize the MSS. 

V4 is really an a MS, but it is marked by many inter- 
polations (cf. p. 156) and some readings of other &milies, e.g. 
c. ii ipToVy XV ry Kvpiax^, irfTrpayjiivtov, xxi arvvrCOerai, xxv iau 
irpoaett^Odprj. 

Mon. is a more careful and accurate MS ; it agrees gene- 
rally (but not altogether) with ^, rf. c. iii irpociyfcOai, vi am 
Tis, XV clirfp, elcobopf xxv iTn<t>op4(rai, also x ipLopTvprfa'avTO : 
but it reads pbcXiifrcoivro in c. xiv. 

P]3 is marked mainly by agreement with Zonaras' text ; it 
has incorporated some of his ipiir^vtlat, and prefixed his preface, 
and its text shows the same influence. 

Bg, which ends in the i8th canon, distinctly belongs to a, 
but has the reading irepLox^Oivrai in c. iii with several late 
variations. 

The MSS of e (L Og V^^) and f (Pj^ Pn- P„) present respec- 
tively distinct types of text, perhaps due to copying. These 
types are marked by confusion of the old fiajnily differentiae 
with the addition of a number of new readings. Thus e reads 
c. ii l^paSi iii itpoaiy^aOai^ vi om ri9, xv elircp, xx hoK^i with 9, 
but on the other hand c. i drairaXa^o-ayraff, iii om tcaC^ xxiii 
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Uipl with S : while f, the latest MSS in date, present at least 
a dozen qnite new yaiiations, e.g. c. ii om UporiK^f, iii 
ilMpaK6vTaSy om. rov avikpianoSy vi jxr/d^, Iwouuf^ itf^opiaOipTi, 
etc. Three of snch readings, c. xiii hih ypamjArtav^ xiv e! Vk 
\u\ ivtUoi^v, xviii rod irp€(rfivripov, also ocear in Blastar's Syn^ 
iagma^ and this with other coincidences (cf. p. 185) seems to 
show that this text is due to his inflaence. 

On the whole all these MSS can be best derived from tiie 
text of a, to which family V^PisBg certainly belong, while 
Mon. perhaps has closer affinities with 9. 

Having summarized the characteristics of the various types 
of text, it remains to settle their claims to represent the 
original. In the consideration of which we may disregard 
the later MSS and pass back at once to the earlier fiunilies, 
and returning in the reverse order, we come to 8 first. 

S. The MSS of this group are few in number and late in 
date, none before the xiith century. One MS, P^^, is so 
full of errors, mistakes, and peculiar readings, as to be prac- 
tically worthless — a peculiar version of its scribe, while the 
remaining MSS so strikingly agree that, if some of them 
are not copies of one another, yet all can very easily be 
assigned to one archetype. The text of this archetype is 
most definitely marked off from all the other groups ; it has 
in the short 25 canons 45 variations from a, of which about 
24 are entirely peculiar to itself^ and are not met with else- 
where (i.e. in MSS of the councils: for 19 of these readings 
are to be found in MSS of John of Antioch). These two 
considerations at first sight would incline us to put 8 at once 
aside like e, f, or Zonaras' and Balsamon's texts : for, though 
we attached little weight to the number and date of the 
MSS, it would seem incredible that so many readings of 
the original text should not only entirely disappear from the 
widely varying MSS^ but also be unknown to the numerous 
commentators. 

The case, however, is altered by the hek that for many of 
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these pecnliar readings there is independent and early support, 
viz. that (a) of the Latin versions, and (b) of John of Antioch's 
Synagoge'^. This at least shows that some of these various 
readings were already in existence in the sixth century. How 
far then does this testimony carry us ? 

(a) The relation of % and the Latin texts has already been 
examined, with the result that they by no means agree. We 
must bear in mind the division between the few variants of 
% which have other support, and the characteristic readings 
peculiar to itself. It is chiefly in the former that it has the 
support of the Latin, e.g. in c. xiv ^SdeXvo-crotrro, xiii iKdor?;, 
and perhaps 'npfa-fivripoi^. Of the second class of readings 
only a few have some partial support, e.g. 0. xxi vp&ros in the 
Prisca, perhaps c. xvi irtpa in Isid., c. xix ^irayyeiXcificvoi (of 
the former class) in Isid. and the Piisca, and did nimv iyvoiav 
in a iii ; while the Latin is directly opposed, either one or all 
of the versions, to e. g. 0. i om rt, c. ii UpaTiKtjSi iii fipiinara, 
iv fiiv oiv, vi JXJ177, vii rj iv rrftry, xii dcti;, xix oirrot, xxv 17 bi 
ddeX^^ ijy and xix iitayytiXiixevoi (promittentes, Dionysius). 

(b) There remains then only John of Antioch ; and here 
we have a general agreement not only in the text, but also 
in the order of the councils, for the h group difiers from 
all the other MSS in inserting Saidica after Neocaesarea, 
and this order was due to John, who was the first to 
introduce the Sardican canons into the canon law of the 
East. The words 'general agreement,' however, have been 
used advisedly. The text of the Synagoge itself has not 
yet been critically examined; not only do there appear to 
have been two very distinct editions, but our collation of but 
a few MSS has already shown great differences existing 
between the various MSS. Where there is agreement be- 
tween joh 12346, there we frequently find disagreement 
with S, as is shown on p. 172 ; and, taking the MSS singly, 
the lists on pp. 162^1 y 2 give us about 24 variants from 8 in 

* 'XwaycTfii Kca^6vo» iicitkfjfftaffTUcSay §ls varr^itovra rirkovt ^yfUf/jJvrj, printed 
in Justel. BiUioiheea luris Cananiei Veteris. 
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joh I, 25 in joh 2, 29 in job 3, %o in joh 4, 29 in job 6. Hence 
the texts of S and of the Synagoge are by no means identical. 
On the other band, it is remarkable that all the readings of % 
except five are to be found in some MS of the Synagoge. 
What then are we to say of this general agreement ? do S and 
the Bynagoge agree, because 8 represents the original text 
which John found and worked upon, or because John in 
compiling his Synagoge was neither careful to cite the canons 
with extreme literal accuracy nor scrupulous in the use of an 
'editorial hand, and the result of his work has exercised a 
reflex influence on a group of MSS of the councils? Our 
jBrst presumption, on finding some peculiar readings in a 
few MSS coincide with those of a previous editor, is to 
assign them to his influence — a vera causa has been found: 
such indeed would be our treatment of variations which appear 
first in the text of Photius, Zonaras or Balsamon. This pre- 
sumption is increased on finding so distinctive and numerous 
a class of variations : this definite class and the want of con- 
necting links seem to poiut to a definite assumption of the 
task of editing ; especially will this be borne out, if we find 
that many of the variants do poflsess the marke of emendation, 
and that too in the direction of improvement of the Ghreek. 
Further, if 8 was after all the original text, how are we to 
account for its comparative disappearance and the growth of 
the other families ? There is no gradual line of divergence 
between S and the other groups, so that if S is not due to 
the editorial infiuence of John, a must have been the handi- 
work of Photius. But already in the tenth century we find 
three distinct types of text, each apparently independent but 
all equally separated from S; did they all develope irom 
Photius' text, or must we assume some more editors ? 

(c) These are however only presumptions, and it would be 
easy to argue and make out a case for whichever alternative 
we wish to adopt. But there is one court of appeal lefb^ 
the readings themselves. Among these we, first, find some 
(a) certainly wrong readings (and here the support of John of 
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Antioch is geneiallj wanting), e. g. c iv j3^a9, ix -tq [iXktf 
Ifocr^^], X Kcl [y^rh rat}ra], zv ir€TrpayfUv<av joh 23^; and {6) 
some probable mistakes c.iam {XeiTovpyeiii] ri joh 4, ii (?m r^9 
[Xcirovpy^a;] job 2 3 6 ^ iii ppdfiara job 4, iv [^^j;] ovi; job I 3 
4 6 witb y ombi job 4, xxi vp&Tos job 3, probably due to tbe 
following b€iiT€po9f xxm U^pC job i 4 for tbe unusnal 'Eir^. 
Secondly, we bave signs of an editorial band (a) in epexegeti- 
cal additions 0. vii i<TT\ [doKi/uuio-ai] job, xvi '[^trq] htpa job i 
2 4, xxi IxP^vov] TrKtip&a-ai job 1234^ xxv ^ bi ib€\if>fi [fi] 
job ; and (b) in improvement of tbe Oreek, making it more 
idiomatic, e. g. in tbe preference for tbe aorist, c. ii i(f>€\€lv job 
J 2 4 6, iii ifjLPa\6vT(AV job 4 (but v xou'wvifraxraj; job 2 3 6, viii 
KOivcDin/roxrav job 1236), xyiii ivopaki<r6<Ui xix ^'n'ayy€iA<i/i€voi 
job 124; in tbe use of compounds c. ii iviMirapTa^ job, 
iv imOv<rivT<^v job 1234, xviii eyKoO^ar&Tas job 4 6, xxiii 
^ic7r\i7pa»<rai '• QT. also c. iii it€pvtt€<r6vT€s, iv ykv oSr, xix ojiroi. 
MJi^j; (c. vi) is apparently a correction for tbe less obvious 
^vov ; c. vii ^ \iv rciiry] is an error tbat may bave easily crept 
in or been adopted. 

Tbus tbe examination of tbe readings peculiarly cbarac- 
teristic of tbe group^ would sbow tbat tbey are not original. 
For witb regard to tbe style of tbe Oreek, if tbe question 
arises between tbe ecclesiastical fatbers at tbe Galatian An* 
cyra and Jobn wbo was educated for, and for a long time 
pleaded at, tbe bar in Antiocb (wbence bis name ScAolasticus), 
we must give tbe preference to tbe style of John. Thus we 
are driven to accept tbe alternative tbat where tbey agree 
the peculiar characteristics of S must be due to his influence^ 
that therefore the value of S is not high, and that in fstct it has 
no claim to represent the original text ; a conclusion which was 
our primary presumption afforded by tbe lateness of the MSS. 

^ ffwoviaauv in c. xxi is, of coarse, an error, but it only points to the close 
cooneotion of M| Mt Pu Vj. 

* V. infra p. 185. 

' On the other hand o» i 6w€ata\alaarras, 

* The readings, not peculiar to the group, c. iii w€pi<rxf$iyTas, ziii vptcfivrir 
poif . . . iMdffT^, xiv fitkK^ffoarro will be examined later. 

VOL. III. N 
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Against this conclusion we mast not be prejudiced by the 
idea that we are defending* a ' tertus receptus ' against superior 
critical claims, for a can hardly be called a ' textus receptus/ 
nor has 8 any ' codex yaticanus ' older than all existing MSS : 
on the other hand the archetype of R| P^ (p. 163) can cany 
back the text of a to the sixth century^ or the age of John. 
To conclude the argument, can we account for the genesis of 
% ? The fact that two of the MSS (M^ M3, p. 193) came from 
Magna Graecia conveys a valuable hint. The 5 MSS, as we 
have seen, come from a single archetype : this may have been 
the work of a scribe writing in Italy^ who, as in Italy Greek 
MSS would not abound nor could the Greek canon law be 
in constant reference, may have had but one copy and that 
possibly inferior or corrupt. Writing in Italy, his greater 
familiarity with the Latin versions would have suggested 
emendations where the Greek was di£Scult, as in cc. xiii and 
xiv ; and again writing in Italy, the popular authority on the 
councils would be John of Antioch rather than the schismatic 
Photius, and very probably from a MS of the Synagoge our 
scribe may have introduced still further emendations of his 
possibly corrupted text. 

Y. The claims of y ai^e not strong. For, first, the MSS have 
nearly all undergone a great deal of correction, especially in 
the significant places : e. g. R5 in c. ii, xiii (xa>pciri(rK((irot;s), 
xiv (-Xvo-o-o- in ^ht\w<rowro)^ and there are marks of erasure 
in c vii cZ . . • yji% x . . . <rta>iii7<rarr€9, xvi i^€raCi<rO<b . . . d^, xx 
irpo . iyovras ; O7 in cc. vii, xiii, xvi, xxv ; and Oj , cf. espec. 
XXV ^01; . . . (nrpo<r€<l>0ap7i, vi fjL€ToiKi<rCaSi xxi Tspotriyovrais. The 
MSS are further charact-erized by many special readings 
of their own which are obviously wrong, espec. O7, cf, e. g. 
C. V ow fi€Ta^, b€xOri(rovTai, (l>iXav0p&>'R€V<ra(rO(u, \p6vo^ Tt]v 
pCov, vii add l<nlvy transpositions in cc. vii and viii, c. xvi 
KOivcDz/T^roxrav rdiv Ttpo(r€vyJav ; and Oj which is most carelessly 
written, cf, e. g. c. ii (pevovrasy iv 6<roCii€voi,, xiii xiopfiria-KOTros, 
XV ivi\€i(rav, xiv Kca^dpi and tit. Kavdvai, Thus the MSS show 
signs of having been written by careless and inaccurate scribes. 
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Secondly, y <^<^ hardly be original for there is a difficalty 
in finding* a definite text. There is indeed a definite class of 
passages in which we may expect to find variations, but the 
degree of variation is very gradual : in fact the group seems 
to be composed of a number of MSS in a transitional stage 
of variation towards a type of which R^ perhaps represents 
the extreme limit. In accordance with this we find that often 
where they vary from a, the MSS do not agree among them- 
selves, cf, e. g. the difierent readings for c. ii tkprrov r\ TroTrjpiov, 
c. xiii irpco'fivripovs iroA(a>9, and the variations of orthography 
in c. xiv )35€\i;(roijn'o, pbeXiSaaoivTo, picXkia-aoivro ; so in 
c. xxi Pg also varies from a, but gives avvTiOeaOai. Again, 
the readings themselves are often transitional : thus iprov rj 
voTTipiov P9 is half way between iprov rj iron/jpiov and iprov fj 
iror'qplov OjO^, Rg* giving a farther advance rod iprov koI rod 
iforrjplov KoX rod iva^ip^iv ; TttTfpap.pAvtavO^ lies between v^vpa-- 
lUvcav and rrfTrpayiAivoav ; O^ also shows how another reading 
arose iiiv vpo<r€if>6ipri (v. infra) and in c. x gives a decided 
mark of transition in biiKovoi S<roi KaOCaravrai • . . bufiap* 
nSpavrOy which makes no sense. 

But in the readings in which there is more or less agree- 
ment does Y show signs of retaining the original text ? In 
c. xiii iKiarri and xiv fih^kiairoivro and the rejection of irpeo-- 
Pvripovs in c. xiii y agrees with S and other authorities ; and 
these readings will be examined later on their own merits. 
But among y's special readings are 

(a) Certain mistakes, as c. iii itpo(ri€x0rir<a(ravy unless the 
fathers committed an anacoluthon, iv icoiva>v€ira>(7-av, xx itpoa- 
iyovras (in R^* R^ O^* 0^) and vi x<aph fj fxeroiicTyerfas {rf* 
infra). 

(b) Obvious emendations are to be found in c. vii lic^io-- 
rov . . . !(rr<a, xiii iiticKdvois (probably due to Photius), xxi add 
vXrip&aai (with S, but in a difierent place), xxv ifi<f>op7Ja'ai^ 
where in F3 i<l>opficrM the n has dropped out, and xxv iav ^ 
Trpo<r€il>0ipri. Here some scribe did not see that the canon 
was a decision on a particular case, and so he generalized it 

N 2 
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by inserting an kkv. The scribe of O^ inserted the full phrase 
li.v r(9, and it was only afterwards seen that ri9 occurred 
twice. Some of the Latin translators were guilty of the same 
liberty : cf. Isid. %% quis sponsam Aabetu, Prisca si detponsattu 
aHquis, bat Dionysios renders quidam sponsam habens^ which is 
the reading too of the oldest form of the Isidorian version. 

(c) Other readings appear not to be original as their 
genesis can be explained, e. vi xiApXs ^ nfroiKriaCas indeed is 
hard to aoconnt for. Is it a reminiscence of Can. Nicaen. xi 
rj xa^ph d^aip^creo)? VTrapxovroav ^ xo>pls Kivbijvov? Or does 
the Latin also point to some word having dropped out in the 
ordinary text : cf, Isid. aut banorum ablatione aut transparta'" 
tionis jpoena deterriti, Dionys. aut privatione faeuttatum ierriti 
aut demiffrationei We can however see the origin of y*s 
reading in c. x — tl ipLapnipavro might very easily become 
b(,€iiapHipavTo, giving ns the text of O^ 60-01 KaOCaravrai . . . 
bufiapnipavTo. Bat this would necessitate further changes: 
it might be emended by the insertion of a second Saoi after 
KaOCaravrai, or by the change of KaOlaroirrai into xa^torcSfici'oi. 
A confusion between these emendations would give us both 
the reading of Balsamon Sa-oi Kadi,ordfi€voi Saoi. (in bals I the 
second jo-oi has been erased) and that of y KaOitrrificvoi Sa-qi. 

c. xxi avvrlBerai can be explained, the change of tovt<^ into 
Toiko in a difficult phrase (omitted by the Latin translators 
altogether) caused the change of avvrCOfVTat into avvrCOerai. 
On the other hand the change of to into ra> will explain the 
change of t^ KvpiaK^ for rb KvpiaK6v in c. xv, though the Latin 
Isid. Dionys. ad iura eccleaiaatica {iu9 ecclesiasticum) revocari 
seems to point to t^ KvpioK^ : but the early Isid. cod. monae, 
6243 ^^ ^^ ^^ ecclesiasticum revocarent and the Prisca revocare 
atque repttere dominicam. 

Thus as in the case of S internal evidence has again veri- 
fied primary presumptions, based in this case on the character 
of the scribes and their work, and we accordingly set aside 
the claims of y* 

P. Before examining the value of this group we must 
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notice, and work upon, the division of this family into two 
classes according* to the extent of their variation from a. P5 
and Pg are fiagmentaiy, and the character of P^ is pecnliar, 
otherwise we have two distinct groups P^ B^ ^4^4 P7 and P^ 
P3 F^Og Pio^2) ^^ which the latter possesses all the variations 
from a in the former with additional variations of its own. 

f^2 is marked off from Pj by six readings : c. ii Upas, vi <m 
ny, xiv [icalj ei [m^]> xv A(rohov and we may add iv a<f>obpo^ 
ripi^, xxiv xp^va^v. The last four are entirely without other 
support (except tlaobov in Mon., koL ci firj in P/, and a-ffxybpo- 
ript^ in O^*) and mark P^ o^t ^ the extreme of p ; so that 
if we do decide in &vour of P, the extreme isolation of f^*^ is 
against its being the original form. Further, of the readings 
themselves — Upa;, which will be examined later, is probably a 
correction, (n^ohpcrip^ (? through ayri^uan tn^athporipi^) a mis« 
take, while xp6v(ov (of which there is no trace elsewhere) is 
probably a substitution of a reference to astrology for a refer- 
ence to paganism, when obsolete ; against the omission of ns 
in c. vii we have the Latin quodii quodlibet mortis periculum 
(isid.) n autem aliqui periculum (prisca), 9i quod autem periculum 
(dion.)« 

Pi which remains is very close to a, in fact it has only 
seven variations from it : c. ii rovrovs <rvvlhok€Vy iii Trpotriyca-Oai, 
vii dfiSo-at, xiv c2 bi fioiXoivro, xv ciirep, xx 5oic€i, xxv ^m<^o- 
piaai. And some of these readings receive much support 
among later MSS and editors, and that the stronger because 
the more varied. The readings have good internal proba- 
bility, direp and irpo(riy€<r6ai^ are indecisive, and with two 
of them (e! bi fioHKoLpro and iiriipopiirai) agree the best MSS 
of a, viz. Rj Pj. Indeed the difference between a and fii is so 
slight that we should not divide them into two &milies but 

^ vpoffdyta&€u would seeiii to be the more natural term for the first enrolment 
of a laic in the ickrjpos, vfio&y€fT$m for his farther advancement. But it is 
diflScult to tell the usage of the canons, as in each case we are likely to have 
the same variation, and at present we are without critical editions. However 
in c. xii all the MSS agree in wpodytff$at except M,. In c. iii R^ O7 read 
rpoadytfT$tu, but this is discounted by their wpoadyoyras in c. xzi. 
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for the fact that Pg ^^^^ vn^ P^ in ite variations: this 
shows that P^ is already on the path of divergence and 
for that reason is not original — either a or P^ must be the 
original starting point. Again the chaiucter of Pq agrees 
with this conclusion, for discarding pj's variations from a it 
has those of ^2; it is much more likely that it was a short cut 
from a rather than a double corruption of P| in the way of 
loss and addition. Once more one of the readings of P^ is 
against it, viz. dfia)(rai ; it may be original, but it has entirely 
dropped out, being without any support elsewhere, unless 
indeed the Prisca cogna^cere (cod. vat. reg. 1997) agno9cere 
(bod. mus. 103) points to it. The Latin also seems to be 
against doicd in c. xxi reddatur, oporiet. However in any case 
a and P^ are so close that each variation must be examined 
on its own merits ; the fact however of as being on the whole 
nearest to the original giving a slight presumption against 
the evidence of ^. 

a only now remains. But before deciding on its authority, 
there is an objection to be considered. If we were inclined 
to think the text of 8 influenced by John of Antioch, why 
should we not ascribe the text of a to the influence of 
Photius, who according to Card. Mai made not only a 
aUvrayiia of the canons according to their subject matter, but 
also a crwayoayrj of the councils arranged chronologically, 
especially as the normal order agrees with his list as against 
that of John of Antioch ? The full text of Photius exists 
apparently in only one MS, printed by Mai, so that we 
cannot argue from it with any certainty. However in that 
text we have several variations from a, just of the number 
and character we should expect from an editor reissuing an 
existing text. The full list is as follows : c. ii om ttjs re, iii 
iviyKTis, vpoi^raaOrj, iv ifpoiyjuavy vi om Tjfiipav, Trkrjp&a-iv, x 
avTolSf xiv fiera t&v Kp€Qv, xxi iK(iXv€ — which we may con- 
sider errors ; and, what is more important, c. vii iKiior^ . . . 
^^oTO), xiii ima-KOTTOL^, xv add Tohs ic<iKa>9 &vri<ra^ivws certain, 
and c. ii rairovs crvvCboi€v, xiv /Sd^Xvercrotrro, xxi [&pi(rfi4vov$] 
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irXrjp&aai, possible emendations ; c. i ivavaXaCaavras and vi om 
ri9 are indecisive. These yariations seem to be enough to 
mark the practical independence of a. 

Thus the result of a long and tedious investigation seems 
to justify our assumption at starting, viz. that a is the closest 
representative of the original text. For 

(1) The MS authority for a is as good and as early as that 
for the other groups. 

(2) We have found no imperative claim on the part of any 
other group to represent the original. 

(3) The text of a serves best for the groundwork of the 
other groups and MSS : and indeed this is the strongest 
argument on behalf of a. It seems to hold a central position 
between the other texts. From a we can trace a gradual 
divergence to the extreme types of ^ and y, whereas ^, y and S 
are each marked by a number of peculiar readings which have 
to be discarded before we reach another family, i. e. the text 
would so to speak have to first reach a common groundwork, 
resembling a, before the other femilies could be developed. If 
among the later MSS, of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, 
and even in one or two of the twelfth century, we find the con- 
necting links between 9, y &nd S increase, yet they do not be- 
come so numerous as to outweigh their connection with a. So 
too, widely as the later MSS vary from a, it is easier to assume 
a as the basis than ^, y or 5. Take, for instance, P^i through 
its numerous individual readings occupjdng a unique position, 
and widely difiering from S to which it is assigned : it is easier 
then to assume a as the groundwork of T^n rather than ^ or y, 
as it has none of their peculiar readings. So with P^ which 
occupies a peculiar position in fi, its origin is easiest to be 
found in a. This argument is borne out by examination of 
the individual readings, in all of which it is, if not necessary, 
at least as easy to derive the various readings from a than 
vice verM. 

(4) Lastly^ whereas, as it has just been remarked, fi, y* ^ ^^^ 
each marked out by a class of peculiar readings, there are none 



1 84 The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 

sach to be found in a, i. e. there is no reading of a wluch is 
not supported by at least one other group. On the other 
hand again, there are very few readings which have the sup- 
port of two groups against a. They are oo. viii Koii^caj/ijroxrcw, 
xiii tKiirrri, xiv fibeKiaa-oivro occurring in y ^> with perhaps 
two imperfect agreements c. xiii the rejection of itp^fr^vripovs 
v6k€(AS, xxi the addition of itXrip&a'au 

Thus our conclusion seems justified. But considering the 
lateness of our MSS, it would be irrational to suppose that a 
has preserved the original text absolutely unimpaired. Hence 
there are many passages where the readings must be examined 
on their own merits. Such would be (i) those where there is 
a consensus of authorities against a, and {%) readings where 
the inner nucleus of P (^l) varies from a. Thus it will not be 
out of place to examine some readings individually. 

c. i ivaTsakal^ravTasi is found in P2* O3 0^ P^* % e Joh. Ant. 
Photius, Aristenus, and in 2jonaras and Balsamon in their 
commentaries, but not in their text. iitavaTtaXaLia is such an 
unusual compound (it is not given in Liddell & Scott) that 
it is likely to be original : the great support it has prevents 
its being a mistake, while the eonmientators support iva'aaK 
because that is the usual phrase. On the other hand, the 
partiality of 8 for compounds (p. 177) gives weight to its 
omission of M here. Notice also c. i ^irtMo-oi/re;, ^Trai^airoAat- 
(rajrres, c. ii Bvaam^St avaiTakaC(ravT€S. 

c. ii UpaTiKTJs o R3 B.^ O4 P7 Y 8 V^ Mon Re j^'^ P'^^^ ^^^ 
Upas Oe P3 Pe F^ O, P3 P^o C V^ P,3 e zon. 

Here UpaTiKtjs id undoubtedly light, especially as ^l here 
agrees with a. The reading of ^2 Upas is however supported 
by all the Latin versions sacro, with one important exception, 
cod. monac. 6243 (^^^ older Isidorian) ab omni altaris mini- 
sterio. There is an obvious pragmatic reason for the correc- 
tion into Upas which will account also for its appearance in 
the later MSS, O^PisC, and avowedly indeed in Pitra's 
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text ; that is, the apparent assigning of a priestly function 
to deacons. 

But the words mean no more than that these deacons are to 
take no part in the UparkKj] XfirovpyCa of the Holy Eucharist, 
cf. the Freising MS altarU ministerial Hence also the omis- 
sion of Trjs (in 8 etc.) is clearly wrong, it is not that the 
deacons are not to perform any priestly services, but not to 
take part in tAe priestly service. At the same time in the 
Canons Upa'nK6s seems to have had a wide extension of 
meaning : in the Apost. Canons it is apparently coextensive 
with the whole K\7Jpo9, including the minor orders ; cf c. Ixii 
(and 1) cl Tis iTfCcKoiros t} irp€<rj3t;r(po9 fj biiKovos fj 5\a)9 rod 
KaTa\6yov rov UpariKOv • . . et di Xaiicd; €lrj with c. Ixix el riff 
iTrlfTKOiros fj itpea-piiTtpos ^ hiiKOvos ^ SXa>; rov KaTdK6yov tQv 
KkrjpiK&v . . . €l tk \aiK6s : but in the Canons of Laodicea 
UpaTiK6s is confined to the higher orders (still, we notice, 
applied to deacons) and distinct from kKtipikSs ; cf. c. xxiv oi 
dct UpaTiKOvs iirb itpea^vriptav la>9 5taKJva>v koX k(yis r^9 JkicXt;- 
(naxmKrjs ri^cios lois iirriptTiAv k. t. X. and c. xxvii UpariKoifs fj 
KX.riptKov9 fj \aiKovs Kokovixivovs. Cf. also Can. Apost. viii, xiv, 
xvi, xvii, Laod. iii, iv, xix, xxx etc.. Ant. iii. 

c. ii T0VTO19 avptCdouv. Here we have obviously not the 
right reading : roirrois would seem to be right as with most 
MSS of a we have y S and most of the later authorities, but 
some MSS of a agree with fi in toiutovs : <rvv€(boi€v which is 
very strongly supported may be for either (rvvCboi€v the read- 
ing of ^, which agrees with roiJrovs, or for avvcibeUv for which 
we have Zonaras, and the Latin conscii sint (isid. dion.). 

c. iii TstpKTyio'Oivras. The difficulty of this reading is prob- 
ably sufficient to account for its emendation into irfpiirxtOivTas 
the reading of 8 and John of Antioch, and which as a likely 
correction occurs in O^ and also later MSS Pg of ^, O^ of y and 
L Og Rg f. Further Tr^piaxtirdivras is not so entirely without 
parallels as to force us to conclude it to be an error. 2jonaras 
understands tov9 x^^^^^^y ^^^ so it is not uncommon ; 
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Stephanos gives e. g. ladriTa Tr^picrxCcrai out of Platarch, cl tis 
ra lixina TrepUaxiacv oat of Lncian. But we liave as well a 
striking instance of its use absolutely, in Epictetus DUseri, 
i. 25 • if€pl<rxia-ov avrdv, rl \iy€is avT6v ; rh l/uuinov AdjSe, 
veplaxiiTov. Cf. Schweighauser's note. The Latin translators 
give no help, they were apparently quite unable to understand 
the Greek : cf. their renderings : perseveranie violentia ad id 
U9que jperducti sunt ut tnanui eorum adprekensas et violetUer 
adtractas super sacrificia imponerent isid., tentos adque in mani- 
bus ferro violenter mittentes prisca, eo usque adstricti sunt ut 
manus eorum campreAendentes violenter adtraherent et funestis 
sacrificiis admoverent dionys. 

c iii (ix^ak\6vT(i)Vf ifxPaXovTOiv, Here as elsewhere the very 
common variation between the present and aorist causes con- 
fusion among the groups. Cf. the variants KOiviovcCTcaa-av in 
cc. V, viii, ix, ivayy€ikafi€Voi in c. xix, and iiropa\4<r0ai in c. 
xviii. We notice however that a is uniformly on the side of 
the present 8 of the aorist (except KoivannJTaxrav in cc. v, viii). 
iLTroPaXia-dai has very little support ; and the frequent reading 
iT:ayy€\6p,€voi points to the present being original. Again, 
if Koiv(Avc[Ta)(rav best represents the continued state of KoiviovCa, 
the aorist may equally well denote the entry upon that state 
of Koivoivla, The dropping out of (ra may also explain the 
veiy frequent reading Koivo^vrJT<aaav> On Trpo<riy€<r$aii Ttpoiye" 
a-Oai, lower down, cf. p. 181, n.^ 

c. vii. The variety of readings here serves to show the 
superiority of a's text, and it is a good canon for testing the 
character of the Latin versions. The readings are : — 

/mera rfjs TrpO(Tif>opas fKoarov rwr iiria-KSiroiiV boKifjAa-ai a 

iKioTov 5, „ ^2^11 

^K<ioT<{) „ ^f^oTO) boK» Og phot 

iKioTOV „ 1.7 TO) „ R2 Oj P9 

iKa<rrov „ icrri „ O., S joh I 

UifrTov „ „ „ P,*joha46 






„ „ IfcaoTov „ doKifA. ioTi B^ zon % 



fi 99 » 99 

99 99 99 99 



TAe Text of the Canons of Ancyra, 187 

iKaarov ii€Ta rrjs Trpo(T<l>opas r&u iiria-KOTTOiif boKifiJurai P13 zon 1 3 

joTi boKifi, e 
ioTi TO doKtfi. f bals 
fA€Tacr)(<uv Trjs vpoa-ipopas fKaarov rdv i'nLcKO'KOv boKipAaat F^* 
Tr boKifjida-ai et i^eriirai O7 

Latin : Placuit eos biennio iubiacere et sic ^icipi quia opartei 
post ollationem unumquemque episcopum eos prohare et uitam 
singulorum agnascere \cogna9cere vat. reg. 1997] (prisca). ita 
tamen ntrum (^ut utrum) cum oblatione recipiendi nnt an ad 
solam communionem admitti debeant nnusquisque episcoporum 
examinent mtae eorum praeteritae et praesenlis hdbita considera^ 
tione (isid). unusquuque episcoporum probet vita uniuscuiusque 
habita consideratione (old form of isid). wtrum uero cum obta^ 
tione singuli episcoporum probantes uitam eorum et singulos actus 
examinent (dionys). 

On c. X bioKovoi K.r.X. cf. p. 180. 

Questions of interpretation have drawn attention to the 
yarioas readings in c. xiii, which will merit a closer examina- 
tion. In the Greek we have — 

Trp€(rpvT4pov9 Tr6k€(os a p V^ Mon Bq e f joh i zon i bals 134 
Ttp^a^vripoii ,> R^ Fj 8 {exc Pji) joh {exc I ) cum'^oh. 8 

" Trp€<rfivT€pov „ C P23 zon 2, 3 bals-com matt 

I btii vp€<rPvT€p<av „ P^^ 

^iTn(rK6irois „ Rg Oj P9 O7 phot (cf. note *, p. 1 50) 

{Mpq o ^ V^ Mon Pi3 Rfi e f phot zon bals 
iKioTji Y^johlatt 

Cf. also xoapctna-KOTrovs R*^ Pn L f joh 238 bals 2 -iros 0^ O^* 
'irov Pi3 bals-com matt 

Latin Versions — 

Early Isidorian : cod. monac. 6243, ^ "^"^ (Freising MS) 
Ficariis episcoporum quod greet ^ corepiscopos dicunt non licere 
presbyteros uel diaconos ordenare: sed nee ^presbyterum ciuitatis 
sine episcopi praeceptum amplius aliquid iuberet uel sine auctori^ 
tatem litterarum eius in unaquaque parrochia aliquid agere. 

ood. Tiroeb. mp. th. f 146 ^ cor^piscopum ' presbyterit 
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Isidorian : cod. pans. 3848 A, s. viii, ix (Quesners MS) 
^ * Vicarios episcoporum quos greci eorepUcopos ^ dieunt non 
* licere pre^byteros uel diacones ordinare : sed nee ^presbyteris 
ciuitatis sine episcopi praecepto ^amplius aliquid imperare nel 
sine "^ atictoritate litterarum eius in unaquaque parrocia ® aliquid 
agere. 

* Tit. in oodd. pans. 3848 A, 3842 A VicariU [o« 384a a] tpiseoporum non 
lied. ordinatUmesfaeere * VicariU oriel. 4a* aed. flor. 8a^ pans. 3858 

' uocant yeron. 60 * licet orieL 4a lieent ei» uel veron. 60 ' pra^» 

teris pans. 3848 A onm oriel. 4a (s. zii) pans. 3836 (s. viii) 4a 79 (a. ix) barber, 
xiv. 5a (a. ix, x) aed. flop. 8a (a. x) paria. 1455 (a. x) 3858 (a. xiii) Teron. 60 
(a. vii) aangerm. 936 (a. vi, yii) paria. 1451 (a. ix) veron. 59 (a. vii) flor. lanr. 
1554 (a. x~xii) preabyteros paria. 1454 (a. ix, x) 384a a (a. ix, x) * alir 

quid amplius veron. 60 oriel. 4a ^ litteris eius laor. 1554 * affere 

aliquid veron. 59 a^ere quicqnam paria. 1451 eUiq. agere in un. par, laar. 

1554- 

The Prisca : cod. bod. mus. 103, s. v, vi ( Justel's MS) 

Ft non sine epise. liceat quemquam ordinare ab his qui 

dicuntur corepiscopi. 

' Corepiscopp. non licere ^praesb, aut diac. ordinare^ sed neque 

^praesb* eiuitatis sine iussione episcqpis sed cum ^ eisdem litteris 

eundi ad singtdas parrocias. 

ood. vat. reg. 1997 (Chieti MS) a. viii ' cortpieeopoTum ' pres- 

hUerum aut diaeonem ' pre^biierorum * om.' eisdem. 

Dionjsias Exigaus : first edit., cod. vat. pal. 577, 8. viii, ix. 

Corepiscopo non licere presb, aut diaconos ordinare : sed nee 
praesbiteros eiuitatis sine episcopi praecepto vel litteris aliquid 
agere in unaquaque paraecia. 

second and Dionysio- Hadrian edition. 
Charepiscopis non licere presbyteros aut diaconos ordinare: 
sed nee presbyteris eiuitatis sine praecepto episcopi uel litteris in 
unaquaque parrochia (paroeccia). 

So, of the MSS of the 2nd edition, codd. bod. mas. 103 (s. x, 
with a chorep.)y paris.3837 (s. ix) ; paris. 1536 (s. x) reads pres- 
biteri; 3845 (a ixjprbt] 3848 (s. xiii)j9rJr. In the Dionys- 
Hadr. MSS, with the text are codd. pans. 89121'^, 1 1710 (s. viii), 
monac. 6344*, 144:^2, 14517, 6242^, paris. 3840, 3843, vallic. 
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A. 5 (of s. ix)^ vat. reg» 1043, monac. 14008, and bod. misc. 421* 
(of 8. x) ; monao. 5258 (s. x) reads preaiyieris . . . aliquid agere ; 
pans. 8921 (s. viii), 11711 (s. ix), both second hand, preabyterU 
(09 8921*) . . • aliquid imperare etc.\ monac. 145 i7i 6242, vat, 
leg. 1043 add second hand aliquid agere^ or (monac. 6242) 
imperare etc. Codd. paris. 8921* (s. viii), brit. mus. amnd. 393 
monac. 6355 (s. ix), 3860, bod. misc. 421* (of s. x), monac. 
1 821 7, 6241, 3852 (of 8. xi) read preabyteroi ciuUatis: monac. 
6244, second hand, and 14407 (s. x)^ first hand, read prei^ 
hyieroa . • « aliquid agere \ monac. 3860 ▲ (s. x) and 5525 (s. xii) 
pre9hytero9 . • . ampliua aliquid imperare etc. 

The Bobbian Dionysins, cod, ambros, s. 33 (s. ix) reads 
preAytero • • • aliquid agere with aut ampliue imperare licehit in 
the margin. 

The Concordia of CresconioQ agrees with the Dionjsio- 
Hadrian version in 3 MSS examined, with these variations : 
cod. vat. pal. 579 preahyteroe^ monac. 6288 presbytero, bod. 
misc. 436 presbyterie. 

Now if we argued fix>m the Greek MSS alone, from their 
nnmbers and authority, we should without hesitation accept 
the text of a : xcap^via-KOTrois ixri i^€iuai Ttp€<rpVTipovs t\ buiK6vovs 
X€ipoTov€ivy iXXh fiijv iJitibi Trp^a-fivripovs 7r<$\(a)s, x^P^^ ^^^ 
iTnTpaTTTJvai iirb rov iitifrKiitov \irra ypapLpiiraiv iv Mpq, irapoiKiq* 
But it has been of late assumed (e,g. by Lightfoot^ and 
others) as beyond question that the true reading is . . • ^peo*- 
fivripois wo\€a)9 .. ,iv iKiarri vapoiKlq (the text of 8) ; apparently 
on the ground of (i) the support of the Latin, and of (2) the 
presumption that the countenance thus given to presbyterian 
ordination caused the corruption of the text, and perhaps, we 
may venture to add, through ignorance of the actual state of 
MS authority. 

Against this assumption we may argue that (i) the evidence 
of the Latin versions is over-estimated. For (a) from the 
remarks made above the Latin versions are not helpful for 

' DUnrt, 091 the Chr, Minittrg in his Phtlippiam, p. 232. 
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our purpose ; as translations they are very inferior ^, and it 
is but seldom that the Latin clearly shows of which of two 
variants it is the translation, {h) Such is the case with the 
present passage : the evidence of the Latin as to the original 
is altogether indecisive. The Fiisca is no help ; the Isidorian 
translator paraphrases the canon, so whether he renders pres* 
hyteris or pre9bytero9 shows us nothing. When we come to 
Dionysius the MS evidence does seem to point to preibyteris 
being his reading ; but there is much confusion, and in £3ce 
of the many MSS which disagree, it is impossible to speak 
with certainty. In any case, the great confusion in the Latin 
versions, which is so very easy to account for without the 
necessity of a ' tendency,' practically nullifies their evidence 
on this point, {c) If the Latin did point to vpeafivripois, it 
need not represent more than one or two archetypes. We 
know that Oreek MSS of the Canons were not very common 
in the West; even a Pope (Zosimus) in 418 had not an 
accurate copy of the Nicene canons ; and it is not necessary 
to suppose that the translators had an infallible copy before 
them. 

(2) The second argument based on the anti-presbjrterian 
tendency of the scribes is not borne out by any reference, 
allusion, or appeal. The fact of presbyterian ordination itself 
in early times is hyi>othetical ; the few instances alleged by 
Dr. Hatch' have been answered by Mr. Gore ' ; while soon 
after the time of Ancyra, as soon as evidence begins to in- 
crease, we find episcopal ordination the absolute rule. And 
yet this presbyterian canon remains in the canon law of the 
Churchy and it is never alluded to or quoted by any opponents 
of the Church's order, any anti-episcopal reformer, such as 
Aerius, or any supporter of a supposed ancient church order. 
Fmiiher, the ' tendency ' has not been universal ; the obnoxious 

^ It u quite oouoeiyable that they might have tranaUted wptfrfivripous prei- 
hyteria, thinking that it depended ou i^ttvai, 
* Bampton Lectures, leot. iv. 
' CkrieHan MinUtry, app. note E. 
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reading has remained in some Greek MSS and in many 
Latin MSS ; its inconsistency with the unquestioned law and 
order in the West was neither perceived nor felt. 

(3) On the other hand we have the direct authority of the 
Greek MSS. Here we have an unanimous agreement of a and 
^ supported by later authorities. In favour of Trpcafivripois 
we have only 8 and two MSS of y> ^5 ^3 ; of these Fg is 
probably a copy of R5, while the S MSS (P^ here reading hia 
TTpeafivripaiv) may easily be reduced to one archetype. The 
value of 5's evidence has been examined at length, while y, 
the family to which B^ F3 belong, has absolutely no claim to 
represent the original. In this canon its tendency to varia- 
tion comes fully into play, cf. xonptTno'KdTrovs (R*) -oy (Oj) 
/ii^rc (Its)* Further, it is this very group and this group alone 
which with Photius admits the undoubted emendation ^irto-KO- 
7roi9. If irpeafivripois were the original, it is hard to believe 
that one emendation in particular, irp^a-fivripovs, should have 
prevailed with such unanimity. On the other hand, irp€(r» 
PvT4pov9 being original, we have the variations we should 
expect, i:p€<rfivTipoiSi jiriaicJiroi?, did irpeo-zStrr^/MDv in y and S, 
and later irpea-pvTepov. However, both y and S agree unani- 
mously with the Latin and other authorities in ^xdoTT/, which 
may be the right reading. 

(4) The variants can be more easily derived from a than 
vice versa, E. g. kKa<rnf gives as good sense with irp€(rPvTipovs 
as frcpf , hence it is hard to see why a change from an original 
mptcr^vripois to vpfcfivripovs should have caused a change 
from the accompanying tKi(n7i to iripq. On the other hand, 
mp€<rftvTipois with kKiarri is better than kripq^ hence a change 
from an original irp^apvripovs into 7rp€(i-/3vr^po(9 might easily 
change the original Mpt^ into iKiarrf, 

Again, we have an easy explanation of the readings of 
y and 5. The scribes of the archetypes of these groups made 
the very easy mistake of writing vp€<rpvr4pois for itp^afivripcvs. 
This made emendation necessary, hence some y MSS substi- 
tute ^7rt(ric<$7oi9; one S MS gives dia vptafivTipoav. Other late 
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scribes and Zonaias, who had seen these variations now estab* 
lished, to make it clear write irpe<r/3t^6poif. 

(5) If 7rp€<rj3vWpois be right and iXKii ^l^v iitfii translated, as 
is right and as Dr. Lightfoot insists, 'nor even/ then it is 
implied that city presbyters ranked higher than chorepisoopi, 
which is most improbable. Chorepisoopi attended councils, 
had the x^^P^^^^^^^ ivL(rK6v<AV and at least claimed to ordain 
presbyters (Can. Antioch x) ; cf. also Can. Nic. viii rSirov rj 
\<»p€Tn(rK6Trov rj Trpea-fivripov. 

(6) The text of a gives a veiy good sense, both with the 
correct translation of iXXh ixriv firfbif and without limiting 
the first irp€<rPvripov9 to irpea-fi. x^P^^ (^ ^7 It^uth, against 
which Lightfoot protests). There are constant conciliar pro- 
hibitions of bishops ordaining in other dioceses : how likely 
it is that country bishops should have been guilty of the same 
presumption, especially when the boundary line of two Ttapoi" 
K(ai ran through obscure country districts (x^pat) at a distance 
from the ir6X€Ls ! The fathers of Ancyra intend to forbid 
such ordinations by country bishops iv kript^ vapoKKlt^^ This 
raises another debated question — might country bishops ordain 
Umn presbyters within the limits of their own irapoiKCa, 
i.e. the irapoiKia of the bishop of the WXi; to which their 
country districts (x&pai) were attached? Canon xiii, then, 
prohibits this also by the way: ^Chorepisoopi may not ordain 
(any) presbyters or deacons (of town or country) — but not 
even town presbyters (in their own parish) without the per- 
mission of their (town) bishop in writing — in another parish : 
iXXa [xriv . • • ypafifiiraiv being an afterthought. Perhaps how- 
ever x^pi? • • • ypai^i-Aroav applies to both cases, ordination in the 
iripi^ TtapoiKli^ and ordination of town presbyters in their own 
parish : if so then rov ^Trto-K^Trov will include both the bishop 
of the neighbouring irapoiKla and their own town bishop. 
iKi<rrriy however, has very strong support ; y and S are unani- 
mous and there is no trace of ircpq. in any Latin version ; it 
may be right. Then if we adopt our former translation h; 
iKiarri irap, will belong to the parenthesis, and the fathers 
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having entered upon a new subject have forgotten to complete 
their original prohibition with an ^i' kripi^ vap, ; or if xo^pls 
• . . ypaiAfidT^v belongs to both clauses ^1^ UioTri vap. wiU also 
do so without any difficulty. 

c. xiv €l hi pii poCUivTo a (P^* PjOgOs P^ PjVg) R3 P^ P/ 

V/ V4 L Og Rg f job 4 bals matt 
d l\ poikoiVTo RiPi*p(P3R^O,F/05P7PioV,*) 

PijPi^zon 
c! Vk j8d€Xrf<r<roiwo VjOg C y ^ Mon job 123568 phot 

The Latin versions support d hi ph€k6(r(rourroy viz. Isid. 
quod n iantum (m iant.) etu abominabUes iudieaueriwt (puia^' 
uerint) ; Bionys. quod H m iatUum eas ahominantur. The Prisca 
is too abbreviated to give any help, cf. the Chieti MS : placuit 
ut tangerent et 9% iie non obaudient canonem, placuU ees&are. In 
only one MS (cod. veron. 63 ' epitome hadr.') out of over 5^ 
has any trace been found of another reading : quod si noluerint 
et in tantum eas obAonUnaiiles iudicauerint. 

Here as in c. ziii, but much more decisively, we have y and 
S against a and 9, and at first sight the reading seems the 
right one and it receives wide support, the Latin, John of 
Antioch, Photius, and some MSS in a and fi. 

On the other hand (i) ph€k6<r<roivTo is much the easiest 
reading : it is the word generally used in this connection, 
cf. Can. Apost. lii, Gang, pref., i, ix, xiv, xx ; and familiar to 
the scribes from its use in the N. T. : cf. Rom. ii. Cis, Apoc. 
xxi. 8, phiXvYfxa in S. Matt. xxiv. 15 (et paraU,\ Apoc. xvii. 
4, 5, xxi. 27, phOivicr6s in Tit. i. 16. {%) The orthography 
varies very much, phtkCa-oivro^ ^hiKiwoivrOy ph€XX6(ra-oivro, 
(3) Against ph€k6(r<roiVTo we have a and P, while the general 
decision against y and S weakens their authority here. (4) If 
fiovXoivTo was the original reading we can understand the 
confusion with cl /SovAoti/ro, ci hi [jxrj] ^aCkoivro^ [e2] p,^ 
vv^Kouvy but with an original ^hikifrGOivro the ground of 
coniusion is to a great extent removed. 

Between d hi ^ovKoivro and ct hi piti ^opuk. it is hard to 
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decide. However, (i) as in c. xxv Ri Pj agree with P : (2) ^, 
Y, 8 agree in the abBence of \iri : (3) d h\ jSovA. is much the 
hardest reading; we must supply ofro); Kparelv iavr&p (or 
iirix^a-Bai with Zonaras), the oCfrcos being explained by &s 
fxrib^ K.r.A. : (4) while iii/i is a very obvious correction, and so 
is inserted in V^ F^ by a second hand. Hence the reading 
of fi seems preferable. 

The variations in c. xv ra> KvpiaK^, it^TTpayyAvfo^v^ c. xxi 
rot/TO) avvTiSerai, the addition of irXrjp&<rai — have been already 
alluded to (pp. 179, 180). 

As a concluding test of the accuracy of the MSS it would 
be well to refer to c. xxv. Here a and fi agree in i7n<l)opfi<rai 
or i'ni<l)op4(rat^ one of which is most probably original, and, as 
in c. xiv, the two oldest MSS of a B^ P^ agree with fi which 
is a presumption in &vour of P's reading lTri(l>opi<rai. In y we 
have iii<l)oprj(rat, an obvious emendation, but with y's usual 
correction and inaccuracy — in O^ €fx and ri are corrections, 
O7* reads ^TTK^op^o-at, in F3 the fi has dropped out. The best 
MSS of S agree with a, iTrt(l>opfja-ai, Jbut M2 M3 and joh 4 8 
have adopted i7n<l)opTl(rai (a scholion in M^). Lastly, among 
the late MSS we have a new variant, itrtflxapaa-ai in f. 
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Appendix I. 

THE SYRIAC VERSION. 

In the Text and Essay accoimt has been taken of the Latin 
version alone, but since writing the above I have been enabled to 
give some contributions from other versions also. We have in 
Pitra's Analeeta Spicilegio Solesmensi, vol. iv, a Syriac version from 
a MS in the Paris Library, cod. 62, saec, viii, and the Latin 
translation (P) is given below. This we can supplement by a 
translation (M) of a MS of the same version in the British Museum, 
cod. add. 14,529, which has been very kindly translated for the 
essay by Professor Margoliouth : the date of this MS is given as saec. 
vii or viii, but the version must have been made at a time when the 
office of chorepiscopus had become unfamiliar ; cf. the title of c. xiii. 
An inspection of almost any canon will show that M follows the 
Greek more closely and is much more literal than P, a result which 
cannot be wholly due to the greater literalness of the Latin trans- 
lation (cf. notes on cc. ii, iii, xiii, xiv, xv)« Both versions are liable 
to errors of translation ; besides a few enumerated below we find, in 
P — c. iii Po&vrds T€ K.r.X. translated eo quod • . • clamitarerU, xv 
dirokaPiuf emptortbua resUtuerej xxiv ml avtvp€arti f^ppoKei&v lU obiecta 
deperdUa re^ertantj in c xiv the first tl fiovKouno is omitted, while 
the translator seems to have misread or corrected the conclusion of 
c. vii, reading nJrc for r6 bi: in M we have — c, iii rh vndpxovra 
and 11 npokafioviTQ omitted, v irp6 vdvrnp hi 6 plos translated omnium 
coTwersatio. Both versions again show an epexegeticdl or explanatory 
tendency: in P, cf. c. x ot^»ff ^mty, iviTpanrjvaiy xi avr&v made to 
mean raptores, in xiii the addition of licet celebrare, in xxii of 
integram vitam. But especially is this the case with M, cf. 
particularly the explanation of tov Sprov 1j vorripiop drac^cpciy in c. ii, 
c. iii fip&fjid Ti . . df^fupovs = aliquid ciln . . aUuIere ori eorum, 
c. viii to explain fjierh rijs frpoa<f>opas Hmulae recipiarUur is added, in 
c, X KOTcurTatris and fterh ravra are fully explained, and KaTade$aiuvovs 
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modified by to quod tacuerint, cf. also primum . . pottea in c. xiy, 
fnen8uram xx annarum = ^XucUof ravnfp in c. xvi. 

With regard to the text they generally follow a, with the 
important exceptions of c. xiii ita&rqi^ xiv /3d«Xu(raotrro, and some 
agreements with y. Besides these they read irvplioup in c. ii, 
and we notice the foUowing renderings or mistakes: in c. xviii 
Kofitirrwras is made transitive, while in xvii \nrp&iravras is intransi- 
tive ; Ma in xviii is also translated wrongly, ut or qudUa ; c. xxi 
Koi TovT^ frwTiBirrtu = qwhuB adhaerei praesens aynoduB or et eu/m 

m 

hoc termino conserUmus, in the same canon tqvs t»purfupovs is qualified 
wrongly by mode, supra. We notice also that ol x«<fuif<$McvM (c. 
xvii) are those qui probanikury qui tenUmtur a damnomis. 

There are no traces of any of fi*B special readings (p. 164) : Upas, 
v^Hidpmpf, om Tu (c. vi), a^uMrat (except perhaps in faeiai hoe, 
M), tl dc /SovXoiyro, doiect, ;(p($M»v. 

The version has indeed a close connection with y (cf. p. 167). It 
definitely agrees in making cc. iv, v into one canon, in c. xiii 
htann^y xiv tl ^ /SdcXvcrvroiiro, XV t^ myNdicf , xxi €tdd vXtfp&aaif xxv 
*&v npwrt^iSdpfi ; c. x qui ordinandi swU, qui futwri nmi may point 
to KaBurrofitpoi; P seems to have found x^^ ^ ^* ^9 absque 
tormenHe, But these readings are of the nature of corrections 
and would agree with the epexegetical character of the version ; 
and, on the other hand, we have clearly aprftr 1j wmfptaif in c. ii, 
^t/tfiaprvparro in X, if is not omitted in iii, and in xiii vptafiuripow 
ir<SXc«w seems to have been the reading translated (cf. the note on 
the canon : Mr. Turner of Magdalen College suggests it as possible 
that the original ran aXX^ fjojv paj^ hAcak omitting vpfoftvnpws 
altogether, and that this was the reading translated by M). 

With S (cf. p. 169) the Syriac agrees in the variations mentioned 
above in cc. xiii, xiv, also in xxi add fl-Xiypdo-cu, and in iv the Syriac 
represents ocnH./My o^y ; further M has a few more similarities— c. iii 
reda et puUsra may point to i) avpurparroi, xix qui profossi swrU to the 
aorist, and xii decere may be a translation of btiv. But these are 
all, and the remaining variations of S of which we can speak with 
certainty are clearly rejected, vie. c. i om re, iii wtpt(rx*Birras (at 
least M gives ei sciasa sunt vestimentcC), vi p6vti, vii 4 ^ ^<^» i^ 
rfi ^XXj;, XV ntirpayptiWPj xvi hij mpa^ xxi vp&ras, xxv ^ dc adcX^^ ^, 
while P omits Ij cvpnpdrroi in c. iii, and has inayywXXop/ipoi in xix, 
and both seem to read np^tr&vHpwt in c. xiii (but see above for M). 

To sum up, the Syriac practically is a version of a : its evidence 
as to the readings in cc. xiii, xiv of course is important, but on the 
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whole its tendency to agree with y will only show that if S 
represents a western recension of the canons, y represents the 
emendations current in Antioch and the £ast. 



Text. 



Pabis. odd. 6a (P). 

Iterwn canones xxiv qui An* 
eyroA in OaJatia eanditi fuerurU 
a synodo ibi adtmata. Ccmonea 
isti NuMenis canombus priores 
sunt tempore. At propter auc- 
toritatem nuignae eanctaeque sy- 
nodi Nicaencie prima loco d^ 
scripH aunt Nieaeni canones. 

En nomina episcoporum qui 
in A neyrae synodo adunati sumi : 
Vitdlius Antioehiaey MarceUus 
Aneyrae, Agricolaus CaesareaCj 
Lupus Tarsi, Bastlius Amasiaey 
PMladdphus ^lleliopoleos, ^Eu- 
stathius Nicomediae, Heraclius 
Zoloni, Fetrus Iconii, Ntme- 
chdus Laodiceae, Sergianus An- 
tiochiae in Pisidiay ' Epiraorius 
Pergae^ Narcissus Neromadis^ 

Isti porro episcopi, cum con- 
gregati Juissent, infra descriptos 
canones deftnierunt et sanxeru/nt. 



Bbit. Mns. COD. add. 14,529 (M). 
Synodi Aneyranae canones 
oativ. Hi canones priores sunt 
lis qui positi sunt Nicaeae, 



I. 



£e sacerdotihus qui sacrifir 
carunt. 

De sacerdotihus illis qui, 
postquam sacrificaverunt, con- 
versi denuo agonem non quidem 



De presbyteris qui sacrifiea- 
verunt. 

Sacerdotes ii qui sacriBcave- 
runt, et rursus conversi dolue- 
runt, non ab arte aliqua sed veri- 



^ Lftt. luliopolitanus, * Lat. Eustolus, * Lat. JSpidaut^us, 

* Lat. (oodd. PariB. 8921, 11 710, 11711) add. Leontiui Neroni4tdensi4, 
LongifMS Dieasionensis, AmphUm A^flus, Selam Germanw, 
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astutia quadam sed yeritate 
impulsi iniemnt, quique id antea 
non praeordinaverunt, ut cru- 
ciati crederentur, licet ficte 
tantum et apparenter tormentis 
obiicerentur : de his placuit 
synodo, ut quidem gradus honore 
dignarentur, non autem ut offer- 
rent, homilias haberent, aut 
sacerdotis quovis munere un- 
quam fungerentur. 



tate, neque cum prius compo- 
Buerint dolum et finxerint et per- 
Buaserint, ut putarentur accipere 
tormenta^ cum haec tormenta 
opinione tantum et figura affer- 
rentur neque yeritate : his yisum 
est honor sedis suae ut esset iis ; 
at offerrent yero oblationem aut 
interpretarentur aut ullo modo 
implerent ministerium saoerdo- 
tii . • . . 



II. 



Be diaconis qui sacrifieartmt. 

Diaconis qui, cum simili modo 
sacrificayerint, postea conyersi 
sgonem subierunt, alius honor 
concedatur ; yerum ab omni 
sacerdotali ministerio abstineant 
neoesse est ; nee deferre panem 
aut calicem ad altare nee prae- 
dicare yalent. ^Quod si qui- 
busdam episcopispropterillorum 
laborem humilitatem et man- 
suetudinem aliquid amplius illis 
dare aut aliquid demere utile 
yisum fuerit, plena illis potestas 
conceditur. 



De diaconis qui sacrtficave- 

Diaconi rursus qui sacrifica- 
yerunt et postea conyersi dolue- 
runt, honor quidem alius est iis ; 
sunt yero soluti ab omni minis- 
terio sacerdotii, ab inferendo 
altari pane yel poculo et a 
dando corpore et sanguine et 
praedicanda oratione. Quod si 
homines de episcopis 'yiderint 
in iis opera conyersationum yel 
mansuetudinis yel suavitatis, et 
yolent aliquid mains dare yel 
adimere, sit licitum iis. 



ni. 



De illis qui dum aufugerent 
captii oh vioUrUiam quam p<Msi 
sunt Jacti sunt ethnici. 

Illos qui dum aufugerent 
capti aut a familiaribus traditi 



De iis quifugientes capti sunt 
et per vim accidit iis aliquid 
paganismi, 

li qui fugientes capti sunt 
aut a familiaribus suis traditi 



^ Haeo verba accaratias reddit D.S.M. Quod H homines de epiecopie 
videbunt (awiSoiey) iie (i. e. apud eod) laborem aliquem vel humilitatem 
maneuetudinis et volent etc. 

' ffwiioitv. 
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sunt, aut alio quovis modo bonis 
possessiombuBqae privati, tor- 
mentis tentati, aut in carcerem 
coniecti sunt, eo quod se christi- 
anos esse clamitarent ; quique 
violenter tractati ab illis qui 
608 deducebant, aliquid ethnicam 
religionem redolens in propriis 
manibus deferre aut escam reci- 
pere violentia coacti sunt, licet 
se chnstianos esse confiterentur, 
tristitiamque ex iis quae acci- 
derunt conceptam perpetuo os* 
tenderunt turn demisso aspectu 
suo, turn humili Teste atque 
ratione agendi : tales immunes 
a peccato existere certum est ; 
unde a communione arcendi non 
sunt. ^ Quod si 'a quibusdam 
repulsi sunt, sive ob nimiam 
cautelam, 'sive ob ignorantiani, 
extemplo recipiantur oportet. 
Ita etiam decretum est de iis 
qui ad clerum et de iis qui hd 
statum laicalem pertinent. At 
ampliori disquisitione £eicta de 
laicis qui talibus in angustiis 
versati sunt, an ad ordines pro- 
moveri possint, placuit bos, ut- 
pote qui nihil peccaverint, ordi- 
nari posse, dummodo anteactae 
vitae mores reperti fiierint ho- 
nesti. 



sunt aut alias sublata sunt ab 
iis, toleraverunt autem tormenta 
et ceciderunt in carcerem, cla- 
mantes se esse christianos, et 
^scissa sunt vestiment^ eorum 
et yiolenter res paganismi in 
manuB eorum hi qui cogebant 
eos inieceruDt, et aliquid cibi 
per vim attulere ori eorum, con- 
fitentibus per omnia se esse 
christianosi et dolorem super 
his quae acciderunt sibi omni 
tempore ostendentibus omni 
praeparatione et humilitate et 
vita demissa: hi, tamquam 
homines qui non peccaverunt, 
ne prohibeantur omnino a com- 
munione. Quod si prohibiti 
sunt ab hominibus propter ac- 
curationem maiorem aut propter 
ignorantiam, continuo recipi- 
antur, siye de clero flunt, sive 
de ordine laicorunu Quaere- 
batur vero et tentabatur etiam 
hoc, utrum possint laici illi qui 
in banc necessitutem inciderint 
fieri clerici ; et conyenit etiam 
hos, tamquam homines qui nihil 
in hoc peccaverint, si inveni- 
atur conversatio eorum recta et 
pulcra^ admitti ad impositionem 
manus quae in sacerdotio fit. 



Z>6 m qyA ch diversas causae De iis qui per catMcu varias 
in quamdam idoMatriam impe- aliquid paganismi egervmt, 
genmt, 

^ Qw)d si eiiam, aoouratiaB D.S.M. * Gr. inr6 rirof. 

' auf etiam quorundam ignorantia aocaratius D.S.M. 

* ^wfpt<Fx^ff$iirras, » oc. iv, v=c. If cum 7. 
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Inter illos qui vim pasai 
sacrificanmt aut in templis ido- 
lorum manducarunt, ^ omnes illi 
qui, dum incederent, festivo 
apparatd aut pretiosioribus ves- 
tibuB usi sunty quique cenae in* 
differenter participes facti sunt, 
placuit Bynodo, ut anno integro 
inter auditores remaneant, iii 
anniB genua fiectant cum paeni- 
tentibuB, ii annis orationibus 
tantum participent, et ita demum 
ad id quod perfectum est ad- 
mittantur. 



De iia qui peryim sacrifica- 
verunt^ et cum his etiam ede- 
runt aede idolorum : eos quidem 
qui, cum ducerentur illuc, sche- 
mate laeto asceuderunt et yes- 
timentifl omamenti usi simt et 
eommunicaverunt facile in cibo 
qui paratuB erat, convenit annum 
unum esse infra auditores, et 
iii annos paenitentea, et ii annoB 
communicare in oratione com- 
municantium non admissos, et 
tunc venire ad illam quae per- 
fecta est. 



(V). 



Omnes autem illi qui lugubri 
veste accesBerunt, quique, recli- 
nati ut manducarent, per into- 
grum cenae tempus lacrimantes 
visi Bunt, cum iii paenitentiae 
annos degerint, ad omnia reci- 
piantur praeterquam ad oblatio- 
nem. Quod si non comederint, 
cum ii anniB paenitentiae vaca- 
verint, tertio anno orationi 
participenty non autem oblationi, 
ita ut quarto anno id quod 
perfectum est accipiant. Epis- 
copis autem, cum conversionis 
modum scrutati fuerint, amplio- 
rem liceat eis ostendere cari- 
tatem aut ampliorem imponere 
paenitentiam ; ante omnia autem 
attendatur priori posteriorique 
eorum conversationi, et ita iUis, 
prout decuerit, ostendatur hu- 
manitas. 

^ *s6r. tcoi /tiv ohf (D.S.M.) cam 8. 



Qui autem in vestimentis 
doloris et aegrimonia ascende- 
runt, et accubuerunt et ederunt 
dolentes et lacrimantes per omue 
tempus, cum impleverint iii 
annos in paenitentia, admitti 
sine oblatione. Quod si accu- 
buerunt tantum neque ederunt, 
ii annos esse in paenitentia et 
in tertio communicare orationi 
communicantium sine oblatione ; 
ad earn vero quae perfecta est 
admitti quarto anno. Liceat 
autem episcopis, scrutantibus 
genus paenitentiae, aut mise- 
ricordia uti aut tempus maius 
paenitentiae adicere ; omnium 
autem examinetur conversatio 
pristina et ea quae postea, et 
sic misericordia mensuretur iis. 
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Z)6 xQxs qui minis tantwn 
ceaserurU. 

Si qaidam minis tantum de victi 
et absque tormentis bonorum 
direptione aut exilio sacrifica- 
runt, neque usque ad banc diem 
conyersi paenitentiam egenmt, 
nunc autem coadunata synodo 
accedentes conversionis manifes- 
tarunt volitionem : illos placuit 
usque ad diem magnam inter 
auditores recipere, elapsa autem 
die magna, iii aniios inter 
paenitentes consistere, iique 
alios annos orationi participare, 
quin oblationi intersint, atque 
ita ad id quod perfectum est 
annis vi elapsis admitti. Quod 
si quidam ante sjnodum ad 
paenitentiam admissi sunt, ab 
boc tempore sexennii computari 
initium oportet. Si quis autem 
in periculum quoddam mortisque 
expectationem ex morbo aliave 
causa incidit, recipiatur iuxta 
decretum necesse est. 



(VI). 

De its qui 6b timat'em tantum 
pagani facti swnt, 

De iis qui propter minas 
t.iutum tormentorum vel rapinae 
possessionum suarum yel exilii 
a loco concesserunt et sacrifica- 
verunt, et adbuc non paenitentes 
facti sunt neque conversi sunt, 
sed boc tempore synod! surrexe- 
i*unt et ostenderunt mentem 
paenitentiae : convenit usque ad 
diem magnam admitti eos infra 
auditores et postea esse iii annos 
in paenitentia, et post bos duos 
communicare orationi cum com- 
municantibus sine oblatione, et 
tunc yeniant ad eam quae per- 
fecta est, ut impleant tempus yi 
annorum. Quod si sunt bomines 
qui ante banc synodum admissi 
sunt ad paenitentiam, tunc com- 
putetur iis tempus yi annorum. 
Quod si periculum aliquod aut 
opinio mortis a morbo aut ab 
alia causa accident, sub condi- 
cione admittantur. 



VI (vn). 

De illis qui in diebu8 /estis De iis qui in locisa edis ido- 



ethnicarum cwm. ethnicis coTne- 
derunU 

Eelate ad eos qui comedunt 
in locis etbnicis reseryatis, dum 
etbnici festum celebrant, licet 
escas secum allatas manducaye- 
rint, placuit synodo ut ii annis 



lorum vescuntur, 

De iis qui ederunt in festis 
paganismi in loco strato paganis, 
cum cibos suos secum latos 
ederint, conyenit ii annos eos 
paenitentiam agere et recipi. 
TJtrum yero deceat etiam obla- 



inter paenitentes exactis Meinde, 



ir,T.A. 
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81 opporianum yiBom fuerit, ad 
oblationem admittantur, Unos- 
qnisque episcoporum disqairet 
et diiudicabit quomodo in unius- 
cuiusque casu sit agendum. 



tionem simulac recipiantur acci- 
pere permissum yolnntati unias- 
cuiusque episcoporam at, cum 
ezaminaverit conversationem 
eorum, ^ faciat hoc. 



VII (vni). 



De ittU qui 2>2unea stMcrifi- 
earurU. 

Qui bis Tel ter Bacrificaverint, 
violentia compulsi, iy annos 
agant inter paenitentes, iique 
iterum annis orationi intersint, 
non autem oblationi, septimoque 
anno demum plena recipiantur. 



De its qui saepius sacrifica- 
verurU. 

li qui bis terque coacti sacri- 
ficayerunt, iy annos sint in 
paenitentia, et ii annos commu- 
nicanto in oratione sine obla- 
tione, et anno septimo perfecte 
recipiantur. 



vm (IX). 



Be iUia qui aliis saerificandi 
catua exstiterunt, 

Omnes illi qui non solum 
errarunt sed qui in ceteros 
fratres insurgentes illis yim yel 
intulerunt yel ut illis inferretur 
causa exstiterunt, iii annos inter 
auditores remaneant, yi annos 
deinde inter paenitentes agant, 
perque aUum annum ad oratio- 
nem admittantur, non autem ad 
oblationem, et ita demum, com- 
pleto decennio, ad id quod per- 
fectum est recipiantur; in eo 
autem ipso tempore eorum reli- 
quam agendi rationem obsenrare 
oportet. 



De iia qui etiam aliis causa 
erant ui sacrifiearent. 

Ii qui non solum ipsi declin- 
ayerunt, sed etiam surrexerunt 
et coegerunt alios et fuerunt 
aliis causa ut abnegarent, hi iii 
annos in loco inferiore audito- 
ribus et yi annos alios in loco 
paenitentium et annum alium 
accipiant communionem orati- 
onis sine oblatione, et cum 
compleyerint tempus x annorum 
communicanto ei quae perfecta 
est, examinata cum his etiam 
conyersatione yitae eorum. 



^ 7^^t&aai, 
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IX 

De diae<mts qui matrimonii 
cmvincrmtur post mam oi^ina- 
Hoficm, 

Omnes diaconi, qui ordinandi 
sunt, si in ipso ordinationis 
momento interrogati dixerint se, 
quia sine uxore vivere non 
possunt, velle uxorem ducere, 
postqoam matrimonium inierini, 
in officio permaneant, cum uxo- 
rem ducendi ab episcopo acce- 
perunt licentiam. Qui vero 
silenies 4ta ordinem suscepe- 
runt, si deinceps matrimonium 
contrahant, ab officio deponan- 
tur. 



(X). 

De diaconis qui, acce2yturi 
impontionem manuum, anUa 
Ustamtw de matrimonio. 

Omnes ii qui futuri sunt dia- 
coni si eo tempore quo admit- 
tuntur ad impositionem manuum 
testati dixerunt oportere eos 
communicare, quia non possint 
ita perseverare: hi, etiam si 
postquam acceperint impositio- 
nem manuum communicant, ma- 
neant in ministerio, propterea 
quod ab episcopo ceperunt ve- 
niam ad hoc. Quod si homines 
tacuerint quo tempore accipie- 
bant impositionem manuum, et 
receperint eo quod tacuerint, se 
sio perstaturos esse et postea 
venerint in matrimonium, sol- 
vantur ministerio. 



X (XI). 



De fiminis qttae postquam 
desponsatae sunt ab aliis vio^ 
kUaefuerurU. 

Puellae quae postquam de- 
sponsatae fuenmt ab aliis sunt 
raptae, placuit ut reddantur iis 
qui prius eas desponsarunt, eti- 
amsi raptores illis vim intulerint. 



De iis quae postquam d^ 
sponsor survt corruptae su/ni ab 
aliis, 

Yirgines quae desponsae sunt 
et postea ab aliis raptae, con- 
venit sponsis suis pristinis reddi, 
etiamsi per vim quid acciderit 
iis. 



XI (xn). 



De caiechumenis et de auditori- 
bus qui sacrifioaverwrU, 

nii qui, cum ante baptismum 
sacrificayeront, postea baptis- 



De iis qui, cum essent audi- 
tores, sacrificaveruni, 

Eos qui ante baptismum suum 
sacrificaverunt et postea bap- 



•KaTObd€^d/urot fihtiv oCrws, 
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mum sascepenint) placuit ut ad 
ordines recipiantur, quia pecca- 
tum ablueruot. 



tizati fiunt, convenit ^decere 
venire ad ordinem cleri, pro[)- 
terea quod se purgaverint bap- 
tismo. 



XII 



De choreptKopis. 



Chorepiscopis sacerdotum 
diaconorumque ordinationem 
non licet peragere, nee civitatum 
' presbyteris, absque licentia 
episcoporum per scriptum data, 
licet * celebrare in 'quovis loco. 



(XIII). 

Quod non deceat sine epsoopo 
urhis fieri elerioum ah iis qvdbus 
ruri aeetmdum consuetudinem 
anHqtMm nomen epiaeopi est, 

Chorepiscopo non licet prea- 
byteros aut diaconos facere, 
neque ruri neque *in urbe sine 
venia episcopi, quae fit ^omni 
loco per literas. 



xm 

De elericis qui came absti- 
neni. 

Qui in clero perstant siye 
presbyteri sive diaconi, et ab 
esu camium abbtinent, placuit 
ut comedant et ita ^salvent 
semetipsos. Quod si camem ita 
'impuram habuerint ut etiam 
holera cum carne cocta non com- 
edant et canoni se submittere 
nolint, ab officio deponantur. 



(XIV). 

De elericis qui se abstinent 
esu camis. 

Qui sunt in clero presbyteri 
et diaconi qui renuunt esum 
camis, convenit primum edere 
et postea, si voleilt, continere 
se ipsos; quod si 'impuram 
perhibeant eam ut ne bolus 
quidem cocfcum cum came edant 
neque oboediant canoni, sol- 
vantur a gradibus suis. 



XIV (XV). 

De bonis ecelesiae propter ne- De rehuseedesiaeqyaepro^^er 
cessitatem aliencais, 

Facultates ecelesiae, quas va- 



necessitates ecelesiae venierunt. 
Res quae propriae sunt eccle- 



^ 7 B wpoirffoBai 9€iv, ' mtk^t predfyterorum D.B.yL. 

' mide interpretatom : rec^vm presbyttros D.S.M. 

* jnaSit ordinare D.S.'NL, * slivd^rp. * 7 ^wpffffivripovt w6k€wt. 

^ vel melioB ieneant vel cohiheani D.S.M. c{ /3oi;A.ofyro omittitTiT. 
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cante sede episcopali abaliena- 
yerint presbyteiiy ^ecclesiae red- 
dantur, ' ita at penes episcopam 
sit pretiomemptoribus restituere 
vel non, quoniam multoties emp- 
toribns in magnum Incmm cessit 
rei venditae proventns. 



fiiaey quae cum deesset episcopus 
a presbytero yenierunt, reddan- 
tur ^ecclesiae. Jllud vero, 
utrum deceat pretium sumere 
annon, sit in arbitrio episcopi : 
quod saepe frnctus eorum quae 
veniere rependit iis qui emerunt 
pretium mains. 



XV (XVI). 
2>e vi% qui cum buHia comr De its qui eum heitiU aduUer- 



miacentur. 

Belate ad eos qui se commis- 
cuerunt vel se commiscent cum 
bestiis, yigeat canon sequens : 
Qui antequam vigesimum annum 
attingerent peccanmt, xv annos 
inter paenitentes cum degerint, 
postea orationibus intersint ; et, 
cum in bac oommunione y annos 
ezpleyerint, etiam oblationem 
recipiant : attendatur tamen 
eorum yitae, dum paenitentiae 
yacant, ita ut bumane tractentur. 
Quod si quidam ad satietatem 
usque in boc peccato yixerint, 
diutumiori poena plectantur. 
Omnes autem qui praedicta 
aetate transacta in boc peccatum 
inciderint, etiam cum haberent 
uxores, zxy annos in paenitentia 
perseyerenty postea orationibus 
commuuicent, atque, cuih y 
annos in bac communione con- 
summayerint, oblatione digni 
habeantur. Quod si yiii bab- 
entes uxores transacto quinqua- 
gesimo anno in boc peccatum 



antur. 

De iis qui cum bestiis com- 
municayerunt yel communicant 
statuimus nos omnes eos qui 
antequam xx annos nati fuerint 
peccayerunt, xy annos paeniten- 
tiam agere, et postea communi- 
care orationi, et cum fuerint in 
communione y annos tunc etiam 
oblatione dignos haberi : pro- 
betur yero etiam conyersatio 
eorum in paenitentia, et sic 
digni habeantur misericordia. 
Quod si bomines ad satietatem 
perseyerayerant in peccato hoc, 
paenitentia protracta decematur 
in eos. Qui yero praeterierunt 
mensuram xx annorum et uxores 
babentes incidenmt in peccatum 
boc, paenitentiam agant xxy 
annos, et tunc redpiantur ad 
communionem orationis, et cum 
impleyerint y annos in commu- 
nione orationis, digni habeantur 
oblatione. Quod si bomines 
uxores babentes et tempus 1 an- 
norum praeteryecti peccayerunt 



1 srf Kvpuue^ (?). 

' aoooratiaB iji imlieio vero episeopi Hi D.S.M. 
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inciderint, in extremis tantum ad finem vitae suae digni habe-* 
oblaiione donentar. antur communione. 



XVI (xvn). 

Be inis qui postquam cum De its qui eum hesiiis vd cum 

maribtM folluti tunU vd adhu/c 
jpoUuuntur, 

Qui poUuti sunt cum bestiis 



besHic 86 covmniscuerwni lepraH 
/acH sunt, 

Illos qui cum bestiis se com- 
miscuerunt sunt yel ^facti sunt 
leprosi, ius&it synodus inter 'eos 
qui probantur orare« 



vel cum maribus et adbuc pol- 
luuntur et ^ contabescunt, his 
imperavit synodus ut sint oran- 
tes cum iis qui *tentantur a 
daemoniis. 



xvn (xvm). 

De epucapis conaecratia qui Be iis qui fuerunt episcopi 



repulsi sunt. 

Qaod si quidam episcopi, 
postquam oonsecrationem acce- 
perint, a locis quorum titulares 
ezistunt, eo quod accepti non 
fuerunt, ad alium locum migrare 
voluerint, episoopos 'qui eos 
consecraverunt conturbantes et 
yezantes, excitando contra illos 
tumultus, tales segregentur. Si 
autem ^pacifioe se gerere yolu- 
erint in saeerdotio, *ut sacer- 
dotes antea existebant babeantur 
nee a gradu deponantur. Sin 
autem tumultus oierint adversus 
episcopos ibi existentes, ab illis 
auferatur etiam sacerdotis mu- 
nus, denuntiatosque se noscant. 

* Gr. KtwpdHrcarras, * Gr. robs x^^t'^C^f^^^'^* 

' Gr. To^ naBtmSaTas, * Gr. Ka$4(€ir$«u. * Gr. ivCa Ijceuf k,tX. 



neque recepH sunt. 

Quod si homines qui fuerunt 
episcopi neque recepti sunt in 
locis quibus nominati erant, et 
ad alia loca volent ire, cogentes 
et excitantes turbas contra eos 
'qui se fecerunt, hi sint cir- 
cumscripti. Quod si volent 
rursus fieri presbyteri 'quales 
fuerunt antea, ne alienentur 
honore suo. Quod si turbave- 
rint adversus episcopos 'qui 
fecerunt se, adimatur iis etiam 
honor presbyterii et sint pro- 
scripti* 
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xvm 

Bt iUis quifpastqfuim mrgyrd- 
tcUem vovertmtf in murukum 
redierunt, sive viris stve feminis, 
et ds mtdieribtia eohahttarUibua. 

Omnes qui virgmitatem vo- 
vent Yotaque frangunt, canoni 
bigamos respicienti submittan- 
tur. Yirgines quae sororum 
more cum quibufidam commo- 
rantur, arcemuB. 



(XIX). 

De its qui propter virginitaJtem 
ahnegaverwnJt mundum et de 
mulieribtis its quae eub eehemate 
earorum habitant cum viris. 

li * qui professi sunt virgini- 
tatem et violant profeBeionem 
suam, terminum qui statutus 
est in eos qui ducunt duas 
nxores impleant. Yirgines vero 
illas quae sub specie sororum 
habitant cum hominibus pro- 
hibuimus. 



XIX (XX). 



De laieis quorum uxores, vd 
ipsi, adtdteria commisenmt. 

Quod si cuiusdam uxor yel 
ipse adulterium commiserit, post 
yii annos ad id quod perfectum 
est admitti possunt, iuxta gradus 
antea descriptos. 



De tie quibus aunt uxores 
€uluUeratae vel qui adulterantwr. 

Si fiet ut uxor hominis adul- 
teretur, aut homo cum uxore 
alterius adulterium faciat, post 
vii annos digni censeantur com- 
munione oblationis. 



XX (XXI). 



De mulieribtu quae pueros 
8UO8 necant. 

Mulieres quae, cum scortatae 
fiierunt, pueros occidunt aut 
tentant fetum opprimere, ad 
finem vitae usque excommuni- 
catione plectebantur iuxta pri- 
ores canones, * quibus adhaeret 
praesens synodus. Attamen, 
cum hoc decretum aliquatenus 
rigidum visum fuerit^decrevimus 



De lis qttae varte occidunt li- 
beros 9U08 a etupro, 

De feminis quae constu- 
prantur et occidunt liberos suos, 
et iis quae callide agunt et per- 
dunt fetus suos, terminus prior 
usque ad exitum earnm de 
mundo prohibet eas ; ' et cum 
hoc termino consentimus. Sed 
inyenta re clementiore hoc 
tempus X annorum definivimus 



^ ?«ivo77CiA^/icyoc. 



' 6r. mX TQ&r^ innrri$€mu. 
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ab istiB molieribus x annos se- 
cundum gradus ^ modo definitos 
' esse expleudos. 



'ut iinpleant, secundum gradus 
^ supra dietinctos. 



XXI (xxn). 



Dt hamieidis voluniariis. 

Qui Tolentes homiddia per- 
petrant inter paenitentes in- 
tegram vitam agant : sed ad id 
quod perfectum est in extremis 
admittantur. 



De its qui spowte sua ooeickmt. 

li qui sponte sua occidunt 
sint in paenitentia omne tempus 
vitae suae : ea yero quae per- 
fecta est in exitu suo e mundo 
digni ceneeantur. 



xxn 

De homieidia involufUarits. 

Homicidis involuntariis vetus 
canon vii annos praescribebat 
antequam ad id quod perfectum 
est iuxta gradus definitos ad- 
mitterentur : secundus autem 
canon t annos tantnm prae- 
scribit. 



(xxni). 

De its qui nan sponle sua 
oeciduni* 

De caedibus quae accidunt 
citra Toluntatem, mandatum 
prius vii annos statuit in actiones 
eorum secundum gradus supra 
poeitos : hoc Tero alterum tem- 
pus T annorum definiyit in eos 
ut impleant. 



xxm (XXIV). 



De aridis. 

Qui divinationis artem exer- 
cenmt aut etbnicorum mores 
imitantes in domos suob divines 
inducunt, ' ut obiecta deperdit« 
reperiant vel ut puritatem con- 
sequantur, canoni y annos de- 
finienti iuxta gradus praescriptos 
subiaceant, iii annos in paeni- 
tentia iique annos in oratione 
explentes, absque tamen parti- 
cipatione in oblatione. 



De praestigiatoribus et iis qui 
praestigiatores sunt et consue- 
tudines paganismi sequuntur et 
iis qui introducunt homines in 
domos suas ut ad inventionem 
magicae vel ad purgationem : 
sub canone t annorum ponantur 
eecundum gradus ibi definitos: 
iii annos in paenitentia et ii in 
oratione sine oblatione. 



* Or. ro^f &pt<r/A4vovs. 



rktfpSMrai (?). 
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XXIV (XXV). 

Dt iUU qui virgines violant De ii$ qui nanmi de carrup- 

et de iOis qui. feius opprimere Hone virginie. 
ientarU, 

^ Quod si qnis adolescentulae ' Si factum est at desponsarit 

sibi desponsatae sororem viola- homo puellam et postea corrup- 

verit ita at fructam ab ea erit sororem eios, eaqae ab eo 

faabaerit, postea tamen despon- conceperit, et rorsus daxerit 

satam daxerit, et ilia qaam sponsam suam; ea vero quae 

▼iolavit sibi necem intulerit: concepisset saspenderit se ip* 

de illis qai ita scienter agant sam : iis qui norant actionem 

praescribit synodus at, x annis imperatum est at poet x annos 

expletiSy cam eis 'qui simul yeniant 'ad commonionem ob- 

orantes adstant iuxta gradus lationis iuxta gradus definitos. 
definitos admittantur. 

Deeinimi eanones xxiv in 
iynodo Aneyrae eondtti. 

Appendix II. 

THE ARMENIA.N VERSION. 

The appended translation (as literal a one as possible) of the 
Armenian version of the canons has been very kindly made for me 
by Mr. Conybeare, of University CoUege, from a MS in his own 
possession, and to him I am also indebted for the following 
information. 

In his history of the Armenian versions (Venice, 1890), 
P. Kar^kim assigns the sixth and eighth centuries as the limits 
for the translation of the Armenian book of canons, which he 
farther supposes to have been made partly from the Greek, and 
partly from the Synac. No grounds are given for either opinion ; 
but the Armenian of the version would appear to be of about the 
seventh century, and this is borne out by internal evidence, thus 
the office of chorepiscopus requires explanation (c. xiv), dioecesis is 
used in its later sense as equivalent to napoucioy and, more 
significantly, ' Iloman ' is used for ' Greek ' in c. xiv. Again, the 
spelling of the names in the preface would support a Syriac 
original, for the transliteration direct from the Greek is usually 

^ M 1^ wpo<rtf$dfni. ' Gr. tls rcht cwwrShxtis, 
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much more exact, but comparison wiih the Syriac verBione in 
App. i does not at all support this supposition. The Armenian 
has never been published. There are HSS of it at Venice and 
Jerusalem, but not of an early date ; the best are in Edschmiadzin, 
but even they appear to be only of the fourteenth century. 

The version, as will be seen at once, varies so much from the 
Greek as to afford hardly any evidence as to various readings 
in the original. The last six canons are missing, but the loss is 
balanced by the insertion of a new canon (x) and of much new 
matter, e. g. in cc. ix, xi, xvii, xx. Canon xv supports an original 
/SdcXvo'atHpro ; but on the other hand ir/ifo'/Svr/jpovf may have been 
read in c. xiv, which is closer to the Greek than most of the canons, 
though cV M^ wapouci^ ia omitted. 

On other grounds the version is very interesting. Its chief 
characteristic is an increase in wv&rity : the terms of penitence are 
much heavier than in the Greek, cf. e. g. cc. iv, viii, ix, xvii ; the 
presbyters and deacons, in cc. i and ii^ must have undergone great 
violence to excuse their feJl; deacons who break their pledge of 
celibacy suffer a heavy penance in addition to deprivation (c. xi) ; 
the sterner view is taken as to the eating of meats or idolothyta 
in c. X ; and lastly the sin of apostacy and of causing others to 
apostatize is regarded as most heinous, under the ' first canons ' 
death was the penalty for the latter, but the fathers at the peril of 
seeming contradiction to Holy Scripture^ permitted the offenders to 
receive the viaticum. On the other hand they appeal to the 
miaerteordia Christi as the ground for leniency in cc. iii, xvii (f vii). 
So too almsgiving and mmfdficewtia erga pauperes is insisted upon 
as an indispensable sign of penitence, cf. cc. vii, viii, ix, x, xi. 
Technical terms are fully explained, e. g. iKKrfpvtmnts in c. xix and 
the stages of penance in cc. iv, xx. Among such explanations we 
notice in c. i that 6ijukti» is rendered ad tnterpretoHonem aedere^ the 
inierpretatio being the translation of the Greek or Syriac lections 
into the vernacular ; also that testamentum legere is a ^ liturgical ' 
function of the presbyters, as to this day the reading of the Gospel 
is restricted to priests or deacons. The Armenian word for clerus 
in c. iii (as for clerictM in xv. tit.) means ' covenant,' or ' vow,' and 
so denotes all those who have taken vows, and thus includes monks 
also and at times even all the faithful as being bound by baptismal 

^ Viz. to the words of Chriiit, Negaho et enm coram pcUre meo : but perbftps 
the origixud mgnified obedience to the divine precept, viz. to the remisnon of 
■ins, quaeoumque soheriHs, etc, Cf. note. 
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TOWB ; hence the eUripaeri are not the families of the clergy, but the 
children of the church (cf. Acts iii. 25). Ordination is unctio (c, xi, 
xiv), but it is also marked by laying on of hands (c. xiv tit. etc.). The 
ehor^scopus is regarded as possessing full episcopal powers, only 
differing in point of dignity from the town bishops who are valde 
magni. 

The consistent alteration of the terms of penitence in the direction 
of greater severity, and the supplementary character of the new 
matter introduced, as well as the definition of penance before left 
vague (e.g. in c. xx) suggests two conclusiona: (a) that the canons 
were still in practical force in Armenia at the date of the version 
and that would be due to the close proximity of and wars with the 
Arabs ; this will also explain the stem view taken of apostacy in 
c. ix, with the allusion to the sentence of death which could have 
only been enforced under a Christian government :- (6) ihat in the 
present version we have an authoritative revision of the original 
canons by a council, or some other authority, in Armenia ; such a 
eouncil, and not that of Ancyra, would be the ificundum eonciliam 
of c. ix, and the primi eanonet be those of a previous Armenian 
synod, as their enactment is certainly not ia the canons of any 
Greek council. 

EXORDITIM. 

Hi canones priores sunt quam illi qui Nicaeae instituti sunt. Qui 
enim Nicaeae instituti sunt, nt ' antiquiorea instituti sunt propter 
grave maximumque concilium quod congregatum est in urbe Nicaea. 

Qui undique congregati sunt in concilium Anoyranum, eorundem 
nomina subscripta sunt istic: Marcellus Ancyranus, Agricolaeus 
Caesariensis, 'Paulus Tarsensis, Yitalia Antiochensis, 'Barselius 
ex Amasia, Philadelphus luliopolitanus, * Eustrolius Nicomedensis, 
Heraclius Zelonensis, Petrus Iconensis, Nunechius Laodicensis, 
Sergianus ab Antiochia Piddica urbe veniens ^ Convenientes ergg 
Ancyram, unanimiter congregatis orthodoxis, dissolutionis causa 
Lyciae impietatis quae ad idolothyta sollennia invitos cogebat 
presbyteros, instituerunt secundum peccata terminum modumque 
paenitentiae, viginti capita canonum qui isti sunt. 

^ Haeo Terba Anneiuce aeqaxparant vp€<yfi«^tip 'to be better, more important." 

* Lupus syr. et lat. ind. ' BaHliu9 syr. et lat. idd. 

* Eustolus lat. xsid. 

* Syr. add. Hpiaorius Pergae {7 Spidaurut), Nareiiitu Ntroniadu, et lat. 
itid. etiam in qnibtisdam mM, Leoniim Neroniadensi; Longinue Diccuioneneit^ 
Amphion Alflus, SeUntt Oermanus, 

P 2 
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I. De presbyteris qui etlinicorum violentia usque ad tormenta 
mortisque mlDas provecta ipsi propter metum BacrificaTemnt, 
posteaque laboraveront et BoUiciti sunt et reyera redienmt: de 
talibus placuit sancto concilio, ut honorem cathedrae secundum 
ordinem habeant, sed ad interpretationem sedere vel oblationeni 
offerre vel testamentum legere ne liceat. 

II. Idem canon et diacono constituatur, si ab invito factum sit 
sacrificium et sine Toluntate, sique sit reditus sincerus. Placuit mag' 
no concilio : in sacerdotium ne accedantj sed in ordine ministeni 
remaneant ; si vero cruciatus et supplicium ab iniquis graviter in- 
ciderint reditusque sincerus fuerit, episcopus sit arbiter ^presbytero 
et diacono an digni sint qui sui quisque gradus ministerio fiingantur. 

III. De laicis et de cleh iuyenibus: si quis coactus fuerit 
impiorum violentia ad sacrificandum et direptis eorum bonis 
aliisque permaximis mortibus illatis, sique illi conclamaverint 
se christianos esse et de deo alio quodam nihil plane cognoscere, 
et si coacti ederint idolothyta maesti et animo contristati, non sine 
plangore lacrimisque, * iis per misericordiam Christi venia detur ut 
mortalibus et infirmis: talibus in ordinem ministerii obsignari 
liceat. Si quis vero de clero sit, dignus est qui adducatur in 
gradum sacerdotii; praesertim si prior vita recta fuerit, ut ac- 
cipiantur placuit maximo concilio. 

lY. De iis qui violentia abdacti sunt ad sacrificandum, posteaque 
cum pervenissent in locum volenter hilares solutique per lusum 
risusque lascivierunt in eorum templis, tunc autem in paenitentiam 
adducti sunt: placuit propter amorem dei erga homines ut duo 
annos audiat, et iii annos in vestibule particeps sit precum, duoque 
annos ingressus ecclesiam cum paenitentibus egrediatur; vitam 
perquisitus eucharistiam participet. 

y. Qui pullo amictu iverunt et inter accubitionem epularem 
ederunt, sed diem totum tore accumbentes fleverunt paenitueruntque, 
cum segregati substratique compleverint paenitentiam, triennium 
sine eucharistia accipiantur. Si vero non comederint, biennium 
segregentur ; tertio iam anno participent sine eucharistia, ita ut 
quod perfectum praecipuumque est post tres annos accipiant, id est 
eucharistiam. Episcopos penes sit, cum morem reditus spectaverint, 
peccantem indulgentius tractare vel et aliquantulo spatium paeni- 
tentiae proferre. Praecipue et ante omnia quae fuerit anteacta 

^ Arm. wiUoiftn rf mptirfivrip^. 

• T vel etper miterieordiam ChrUH tenia data Hi vUae eorum mortali, 5. e. 
ita at tormenta oorporis non paasi sint. 
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yita peccantis et in quibus Tersatus sit omni modo investigatio fiat 
et probatio, secundam quam et indulgentia aestimabitur. 

YI. De iis qui minis coacti supplicioye sen bonis mulctati sea 
exBulantes oboedierunt Bacrificaverontque, neque adhuc redivemnt 
neque exomologesin feceront, nunc autem et ante tempus concilii 
animum induerunt paenitentis redeuntisque : plaeuit usque ad diem 
Pascharum audiant tantum, post autem magnam diem, Pascbarum 
dico, sub disciplina sint iii annos ; at peracto biennio participent 
sine eucharistia, et hoc modo usque ad rem perfectam veniant ; eo 
ut omnino vi annos compleant. Si quis autem ante concilium ut 
paenitens exceptus sit, ab eo tempore aestimetur eidem initium yi 
annorum complendorum. Si cui vero periculum yel exspectatio 
mortis incident propter morbum vel aliam causam, is accipiat sub 
definitione. 

YII. De iis qui ethnioorum in domos iverunt, ubi et locus 
paratus est sese impurandi causa, praesertim si et suos cibos 
attulerint ibique se lasciviae dediderint: etenim de talibus liber 
dicit, ^eommisti sunt inter gentes et didicerunt opera eorum : de bis 
plaeuit ut triennium audiant, bienniumque 'substrati participent 
preces; ad episcopi tandem placitum per misericordiam compas- 
sionemque erga pauperes participent eucbaristiam. 

YIIL De iis qui iterum tertioque euntes idolothyta comederunt, 
suosque cibos tulerunt obtuleruntque, postea vero exhortante epi- 
scopo ipsoque animo, in exomologesin paenitentiamque venerunt: 
plaeuit yii annos sub disciplina sint, et duo annos preces participent, 
ut paenitentes substrati ; deinde spectati et posteram vitam et sin- 
ceritatem paenitentia afflictione et misericordia beneficentiaque erga 
pauperes comprobantes ad episcopi placitum eucbaristiam participent. 

IX. De iis qui ipsi non abstinuenint a eacrificiis sed et fratres 
et amicoB suos dolo seduxerunt ut una cum ipsis perderentur, 
propuleruntque eos praecipes in imam foveam, perinde atque 
scriptum est, ^fovecan tuts Jbdtt, in eandem cadat quam fecit : 
tales et primi canones interfici iusserunt, sed ^ secunda vice plaeuit 
unanime maximo concilio ^offendere divino praecepto, qui autem 
negaverit me coram hominibus, negabo et ego eum coram patre meo 
qui est in codia et ' quaecwnqv>e solveritis super terram erunt soluta 

* Ps. cvi. 35. ' Ann. iind dteramb^sub manu, * Pb. vii. i6 (?). 

* forte legendom : tecundo plaeuit unanime maximo concilio. 

' inflolM lectio yidetur offendere, nin iMurtioulA negativa antecedat, quae 
deeflBe Tidetur, yel vox ipsa tidkaenre poBdt signifieare. ; vide autem pag. 210. 

* S. Matt. X. 33 et xviii. 18. 
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in codo ; itaqne placnit concto maximo concilio at viyant neque 
moriantur ; si facto reditn salatis usque ad plenam exomologesin 
adducti fuerint insaDiae magistri qui fGuniliares ad insaniam ad- 
egenmt, prae gravi paenitentia magnaque tribulatione viaticum 
accipiant. Quos autem insanos reddiderunt, quinquennium ^sub 
disciplina sint, iv vero annos sabstrati preces participent, prae 
muni£centia erga pauperes eucharistiam parfcicipent. 

* X. De iis qui comedunt sine discrimine et indifiPerenter cibos 
ethnicorum : placuit concilio magno deumque amanti dicere ^ omnia 
munda mundiSj eoinqutnatia aiUem omne immundvm, id esse 
quodcunque dignum sit iis comedere licere. Si fieri possit, ne 
degustet omnino ; -sin gulam audeat, easeum camemque quae Tiro 
catechumeno mactata sit ne comedat ; sed omnem cibum potumque 
et frugem et cramben etiam quae idolis cunque oblata fuerint^ 
ne degustet omnino ; quae vero per sacrifioium labe baud maculata 
fuerint, panis, vinumque, lac, fruges, crambe, vcBtimenta, bestia, 
libera sint. ^Ncliie tamen dare aanetum canibua, cibos cleri sanctae 
ecclesiae "bomini, 'cui character domini non impressus sit, canones 
vetant. Sin vero mavis id agere quod ab apostolo dictum est, 
''omne quod m maceUo venit, mand^icate, audi continue, si quit 
autem dixeriiy hoc immolatwn est iddis, ndite manducare. Si quis 
vero praecepto huic ofifendat et gulae obtemperet, paenitentia et 
eleemosyna peccatum ezpiet, unum annum substematur, sed " cleri 
pueris ne omnino socius fiat; nonne scriptum est, *tn sapientia 
ambvlate ad eos qui forts sunt, ne nomen domini per vos blasphemetur 
inter gentes f 

XI (X). Diaconis qui cum ad unctionem adducti sint conclam-* 
averint se castos esse nequire, sancte nubere fas est, quia ^^honor- 
abile eomiuhium et torus immacvlatus ; posteaque ad sacerdotium 
promoveantur ^t palam Ubereque episcopo administrent. At si qui 
in unctione ipsa tacuerunt et in approbatione id circa professi sunt 
ut confirmarentur in gradu, postea autem nupserunt, a sacerdotio 
oessent et ab ordine ministrantium ecludantur; vii annos inter 
audientes et duo annos substratus munificentia erga pauperes expiet 

^ Arm. und karga^ ad Kt. ^8ub iuuis, 
' Hio canon non in graeds reperitur. 

* Tit. i. 15. ♦ S. Matt. vii. 6. 

* per faoilem emendationem M. Baronian, teztas enim armeniiu liio 
corruptuB est. 

* id eit non baptizatof of. i Cor. i. 16 arm. * I Cor. x. 25 et 38. 
' id estjiliit ecclesiae; cf. Acts iii. 25. 

* Col. iv. 5 et Rom. ii, 34. l« Heb. xiii 4. 
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peccata; sed examinatus spectatusque paenitentiain ab episcopo 
participabit eucharistiam, sed in ordinem et ministerium ne intrei. 

XII (XI). Sed quaecomque desponsae sint virgineB nuptaeque 
repertae smt, poetea vero ab aliis raptae sint, placuit at resiituantur 
lis quibus erant desponsae, vel si ob violentiam refdgiant ne liceat. 

XIII (XII). Qui ante baptisma sacrificaverunt posteaque baptizati 
sunt, placuit in gradum promoyeantur tales, ut qui fonte Instratisunt. 

XrV (XIII). Chorepiscopis ne liceat presbyteros diaconosque 
unguere, neque autem ci'eare sen unguere ^ presbyteros in ulla urbe 
sine permissu episcopi seu per litteras sen ipsa voce mandantis. 
Etenim qui in regionibus sive pagis episcopales erant, tales appellat 
chorepiscopos : chorepiscopos enim 'Graece appellatur inspector 
pagi, factoque discrimine eorum qui valde magni sunt, nempe qui 
civitatibus praefecti sunt, episcopi appellantur regionum. 

XY (XIV). Qui de clero sint presbyteri vel diaconi aut alio 
quidem munere in ministerio fungantur, abstineantque sese came, 
sed appetitu ad gustandam adducantur, palam neque clam comedant; 
si autem maluerint, abstineant : et hoc et illud canones permittunt. 
Si quis tamen 'pro impure habeat sive cramben sive panem 
propter camis contagionem, eum ecclesiae canones non accipiunt. 

XYI (XV). De facultatibuB quae ecclesiae esse definitae sunt, 
quodcumque sit, sive domus seu ager seu arvum, antequam 
episcopus in vico esset, sed presbyteri vendiderunt, potestatem 
habeat easdem ab iis exigendi : postea yero episcopus aestimabit et 
ius et pretium rei, utrum pretium oporteat adimere an reddere. 

XYII (XYI). De iis qui sese bestiario stupro polluerunt : si quis 
iuvenis veluti zv annos natus peccaverit, xy aunos audiat posteaque 
quinquennium substematur ; paenitentiaque eius invest igetur per- 
quiraturque ; is, si lacrimis et corde paenitumt, eleemosynaque 
peccatum expiaverit, dignus fiat qui participet eucharistiam. Sin 
vero adultus peccaverit veluti xx annos natus, xx annos audiat 
quinquenniumque substematur; si tamen in peccatis perseveraverit, 
spatii plus addatur paenitentiae; fervorem et eleemosynam spectetur 
et eucharistiam participet. Si tamen uxorem habens sese polluerit, 
usque ad vitam peractam inter audieutes sit cum gemitu et afiOic- 
tione eleemosynaque; placuit magno concilio propter ^Iwumani 
gefMris amorem ut in disoessu vitae accipiat viaticum. Bestiam 
vero, si ad edendum sit idonea, canes comedant lac carnemque. 

XYIII (XYII). Qui corpus maculosum seu lentigine sive alio quo 

^ ? 9p€<rfivTipovs w6\foas. ' Arm. EormM i. e. Romane. 

^ ? fii€\v<r<roivTo. * ? fiXm^pvwia (lit. iii. 4). 
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morbo habent, si clanculom alios contagione morbosos reddiderint, 
inter daemoniacos teneantur. 

XIX (XYIII). Qui episcopi erant insiitatiqae, repudiati antem 
a dioeoesi quae deputata est, in alteram dioecesin adire yoluenint 
yique alterius dioecesis episcopum cogere, adducta re in contentionem 
turbamque, tales fiM est ab ecdesia pellere et occludere. Si tamen 
Telint in ordine cuius erant presbyteratus sedere et nomen pres- 
b3rterale habere, digni sunt acceptione. Sin episcopo obviam eant 
et resistant, omnino ab honore presbyteratus pellantur et coram 
ecclesia sit publica expulsio, eo ut omnibus notificetur. 

XX (XXI). Qui iam adulti castitatis professionem fecerunt, 
posteaque vota non serraverunt et fomicati sunt, tales abhinc 
casti esse nequeunt: velut si duas feminas duxerit, talis ha- 
beatur; subiiciatur condicionibus paenitentiaeque ; biennium in 
Testibulo substemantur, unum Tero annum iam in ecclesiam 
ingressi cum paenitentibus egrediantur ; animum et cor paenitentis 
oetendant et participent eucbaristiam ; sed ad unctionem sacer- 
dotalem ne promoveantur. Yirginibus autem quae quibusdam Teluti 
sorores sese consociabant, diutius ne consocient, interdiximus. 

ANCYRANI CANONES, CAPITA XX. 

I. J)t sacerdoHbtM qui necessitate immolaverunt, 
II. De dicKonis idem facientibus, 

III. De deri pueris qvi vi eoguntur ad idolothyta eomedendn. 

IV. De iis qtU volenter sacrifieaverunt. 
y. De its qui hilariter mandueaveruni, 

YI. De gavisis qui quaminus paenit&rerU morati sunt. 
YII. De iis qui in domes iverunt ethnicorum cUque comederunt, 
VIII. De iis qui perseveravenmt in jpecccUis. 

IX. De iis qui et ipsos et alios deceperurU, 

X. De non dando vn oblationihus cibos infiddium. 

XI (X). De diaconis qui femifiam ducunt, 
XII (XI). De iis qui ahripiunt virgines detponsateu, 

XIII (XII). De iis qui post sacrificationem bapOzati stmt, 

XIV (Xni). De manus imponenUbus chorepiscoj/is sacerdoti, 
XV (XIV). De dericis qui vdluerunt camem gustare. 

XVI (XV). De facuUalihus quae eedesiae appdlatae sunt, 
XVII (XVI). De animalia strupranttbus, 
XVIII (XVII). De iis qui corpore maculoso swU» 

XIX (XVni). De episcopo qui alienam dioecesin occupat. 
XX (XIX). De iis qui castitatem prqfitentur* 
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THE CHELTENHAM LIST OF THE CANONI- 
CAL BOOKS OF THE OLD AND NEW 
TESTAMENT AND OF THE WKITINGS 
OF CYPRIANS 

[W. Sanday.] 

The foUowing articles may be oonsalted : — 

Mommsen, Zur lateinisehen Stichofnetrie,in Hermes, Bd. zc. pp. 142-156, 

J. Weiss, Ein neugefiindenes Kanoi^Verzeichnia*, in Uilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 
/. Wise, Theol., Jahrg. ra. (1887), pp. 15 7-1 71. 

Hamack, review of Mommsen in TheoU JAteraturzeiiun^, Jahig. xi. (1886), 
cols. 172-176. 

Zahn, review in ZeiUchr.f. JHrchl, Wusensehqft, 1886, pp. 113-118. 

I have not seen an article by Yolkmar in TheoL Zeitschr. aue der Schweiz, 
1886, p. 184 ff. Zahn seems to promise a special * Beilage ' on the subject in 
the forthcoming second volume of his Gesch. d. neutest. KaiKms. [Appeared 
Oct. 1890]. 

We in England are too often indebted to foreign scholars 
for the discovery of our own treasures. When Prof. Mommsen 
was in England in the antumn of 1885 he foond in the 
Phillipps Collection at Cheltenham (since in part dispersed) a 
MS. of no great valne in itself, but which derives a certain 
value, as Prof. Mommsen was not slow to recognise, from a 
list inserted in it of the Books of the Old and New Testaments 
and of the writings of Cyprian. The interest of this turned 
of course mainly upon the substance of the list, but it was 
enhanced by the occurrence of a note which seemed to give it 
a date, and that a date as early as the year 359 a.d. 

The MS, was numbered 123,66 in the Phillipps Collection, 

^ The snbstanoe of this essay was read on Feb. a a, 1886. It has been re- 
written, in view of the materials which have accumulated in the interval, but 
Uie part relating to Cyprian is left much as it was. 
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and is ascribed to the tenth century. I saw it after Prof. 
Mommsen in the summer of 1886, and took some notes, which 
have not however been verified. The lists are quite cor- 
rectly given by Prof. Mommsen, whose proofs were revised 
by Mr. Fen wick, Jun., son of the owner of the library. The 
only point on which a question may be raised (as to the 
interpretation of the data for Cyprian^s Teitimania ad 
Quirinum) will be noticed below. The MS. is thus de- 
scribed in the late Sir Thomas Phillipps' Catalogue, from 
which an extract is given in 2iangemeister's Durchfor9chung der 
Bibliothekm England^ 9 (Vienna, 1877), p. 99. I keep Zange- 
meister's numbering. 

(i) Eusebii Cronica de Generationibus Bibliae ^. 
{%) Persecutiones octo contra Christianos. 

(3) Prophetiae ex Sacris Libria 

(4) Yirtutes Eliae Prophetae. 

(5) P« ys^i ^o ^ (**^) ^' 

(6) Comparationes ' Hominam. 

(7) Liber Generationis Hominum. 

(8) Nomina Begum Samariae. 

(9) Nomina Prophetarum et Sacerdotum. 

(10) Patriae Levitarum. 

(11) Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 

(icj) Index Librorum Canonicorum Vet. et Novi Test*. 

(13) De Locis Hebraicis. 

(14) Alia Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 

(15) Excerpta ex Cassiani CoUationibus. 

^ The opening worda of the MS. are Chronica Stuehii Caeaarienns ^ 
InMpiuni OeneraHonss totiu* Bibliothecae. Sir T. Phillippe clearly did not 
profeis to reproduce exactly the titles in the MS. My notes are not quite 
Buffident to allow me to give a revised list, or I would do so : the principal 
points are noted below. 

' My notes have distincUy Incipiuni etid heligei uirtvtes. 

' ContropatioMS (=s dyrtSiff^isl) Cod., i.e. distinctions of persons bearing 
the same name, as Adam the protoplast, Adam JlUus harao {Adad filiu* 
Badad Yulg. in i Chron. i. 46 ; the various reading wiU be noticed), etc. 

* The list of the writings of Cyprian is omitted* 
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(16) Angastinus de Gratia et Libero Arbitrio* 

(17) AugxLstmns de Correptione et Gratia. 

(18) De Origene, qni scripsit Mille et SexeentoB Libros. 
Fol. min. mb. s. x. folio 105. 

There is nothing I believe really by Eusebius in the MS. 
The first 100 pages are a miscellaneous compilation consisting 
of lists of various kinds^ digested and classified, such as did 
duty for biblical and chronological science in the early Middle 
Ages. The larger portion (beginning on p. 66) is taken from 
the so-called Liher OeneratianiSj itself a statistical account of 
the sons of Noah, their dispersion and the regions which they 
occupied, the mountains and rivers of Scripture, the judges, 
kings of Judah, kings of Rome, prophets, prophetesses, 
high priests, and the like. The learned opinion of the 
present day seems to be on the whole &vourable to the view 
that Hippolytus was the author of this work^. Another 
and still better MS., No. 18^9 ^ in the Phillipps Catalogue, 
was also at Cheltenham, and is now, I suppose, with the 
other Meerman MSS. at Berlin. Both MSS. were derived 
from the same archetype, but the older MS. was differently 
dated and had not the lists of books. On p. 77 of the 



> So Mommflen, Erusch, and Dnohesne (Xtb. Poniif. p. iii). Zahn ezpreflse* 
dissent {Z. /. kircJU, Wigs, 1886, p. 113), but he has not yet, so fiir as I 
know, published his reasons. If it is not by Hippolytus himself, it seems at 
least to belong to the time of EQppolytus. The leading MS. is dated in a 
number of places the thirteenth year of Alexander Severas (306 from the 
Passion, A.M. 5738 >= 334 A. D.). The work ciroolated in two forms, sometimes 
separately and sometimes incorporated in the larger compilation which passes 
under the name of Fredegarius (Duchesne, ut <up.). It has been published at 
various times by Canisius, Thesaurus Mon, EecUs. et Hist,, torn. ii. 147 ff. (ed. 
Bnsnage, Amsterdam, 1725), Labbe, Nom Bibl, M88^ f. 298 ff. (Paris, 1657), 
and recently (from an inferior MS., but with an attempt to restore the loet Greek 
original) by Pitra, Ancdecta Sacra, ii. 274 ff. (1884). 

' Mommsen by a slip of the pen says 1895. The MS. in question is the same 
from which the Idber Oenerationis was originally published by Labbe, and 
the same also with the Codes Middlehillensis of Jerome's Chronicle (Schoene*s 
M ; described on p. idv of his edition) : it was written in the eighth century, 
Ruehl oonjeotures at Verona, and came into the Meerman ooUection from the 
Jesuit CoU^ de Clermont. The Liber Oenerationis begins on p. 183* 
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younger MS., inserted among the Hippolytean matter, is a 
chronological calculation which is brought down to the con- 
sulship of the two brothers Eusebius and Hypatius (eubium et 
typaiium, fr% Cod.) in the year 359, which tallies exactly 
with a further calculation, that from the founding of Rome to 
the imperium of G. Julius Caesar was 705 years, and from 
Julius Caesar to the consuls Eusebius and Hypatius an 
additional 406 years (705 + 406 = 1111 a. u. c. = 358/9 a. d.) 

This note comes at the end of a list of the kings of Rome ^. 
Then follow names of prophets and prophetesses, kings of 
Israel, and high priests; then on p. 81 some interpretations 
of Hebrew names (not from the work of Hippolytus) ; then 
on p. 82 begins the list of the Books of the Old Testament ; 
on pp. 83, 84 the lists of the Books of the New Testament 
and of the works of Cyprian ; and at the end of these con- 
tinuously in the same line some more interpretations from 
the Hebrew. These are not, I believe, taken directly from 
Jerome. A confused mass of such interpretations was floating 
about at the time when the MS. was written, though they 
would no doubt be less common in the year 359. 

There is an interval of five pages between the chronological 
note and the Biblical and Cyprianic lists ; and the text 
which connects them is not all taken from the same work. 
It will be seen therefore that there is but a very small 
presumption that the lists in question proceeded from^ the same 
hand as the note. We are thrown back upon the internal 
evidence of the lists ; and though there are features in them 
which would agree sufficiently well with such a date as 359, 
there are others which have the appearance of being somewhat 
later. 

Dr. Mommsen, as he explains, was hurried in his examina- 
tion of the MS. ; and he does not mention the fact that it 
contains another note of time not quite consistent with that 
which he has given. On p. 66, at the b^inning of the table 

^ Not, I think, * kings of Jndah ' (as Mommsen, p. 143) : the kings of Borne 
oome between. 
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of contents of the lAber Oeneratianis, occms the following : — 
Haec sunt diutisiimeper diver$a quaenta; sic dinumeratio tern- 
porum et annarum a generatione saeculi, ab Adam usque in can* 
stdaium Valentiniani et Falentis; anni sunt . V . DCCCC . XX • 

Vim 

It is hard to reconcile the two parts of the date. The first 
consnlship of Valentinian and Valens is a.d. 365= a.m. 5^57/^ 
according to the era of Alexandria (invented bj Jolios 
Africanns). But this does not at all resemble the reading of 
the MS. (vDCCCLVii compared with ydccccxxviii). The era 
of Constantinople (v]>ccx)LXxni) would be nearer the mark ^. 
But the era of Constantinople was not in use in the time of 
Valentinian ; so that if the calculations were made in accord- 
ance with that era it would not be contemporary, and no 
conclusion could be drawn from it. 

On the other hand, A.H. 5928 =a.d. 436 according to the era 
of Alexandria, or 420 according to that of Constantinople. 
The consuls for the first of these years were Fl. Anthemius 
Isidorus and Senator; Emperors Theodosius II and 
Valentinian III ; the consuls for the year 4Z0 were the 
Emperors Theodosius II and Constantius III. There is 
nothing in either year or in the near neighbourhood of 
either year to suggest any obvious emendation or explana- 
tion. I can only for the present leave the discrepancy as it 
stands. Clearly the consulship of Valentinian and Valens is 
the more fixed point of the two. Numbers are always liable 
to corruption. We may accept then provisionally the year 
365 as the date of the note, which will at least serve to 
verify the statement that the surrounding matter was col- 
lected &om various sources. At the same time it will not 
escape us that the two dates 359 and 365 are near each other ; 
so that to a certain extent the one lends support to the other, 
and would make it appear that the compiler or compilers were 

* The punctuation is that of the MS., but the contractions are resolved. 

* [Mr. Turner suggests the era of Hippoljtns (^DCOOLXVm), whidi would 
be nearer still and not open to objection.] 
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busy about that period More than this we cannot say. The 
listB certainly cannot be labelled ' 359 ' without ftirther 
question ; but they may be approached with a fair pre- 
sumption that they belong, if not to the year 359, yet to a 
date not far removed from that year ^. 

We have now to put the reader in possession of the lists. 
These are reprinted from Mommsen's article, to which, as I 
have said, I have nothing to offer by way of correction. The 
Latinity and clerical errors of the MS. are reproduced as they 
are. 

Ineipit indiculum velerii testamenti qtii iunt libri cannonici 
sic 

Oenesu ver n 

Exodus ver ii 

Numeri ver n 

Lemticum ver n 

Deuteronomium ver n 

Ihu Nave ver n 

ludicum ver n 

fiunt libri FII^ n XFUlC 

Hut ver CCI 

Begnorum liber I ver IICCC 

JRegnarum liber II ver IICC 

Begnorum liber III ver IID 

Begnorum liber IIII ver IICCL 
fiunt versus 7IIIID 

Faralipomen lib. I IIXL 

lib. II ^r He 

* It wu coBtomary to huert dateB in compiUtioni of this kind. Thftt which 
goes by the name of lyedegariu* bean a double date : the first 61 3, the second 
marking a farther revision in 64a (or 641 f) : see Dnchesne, Lib, PonHf,, p.iS 
etc The Harley MS. 5251 (eighth or ninth oentmy) appears to contain the 
latter date : Fuit ab adatn usque ad eraeleum imperatarem regnanie annarum 
xxzi, Onmei anni v milia ozlvi. (Zangemeister, Jhircl^anekwuff, etc. p. 26), 
A very slight correction (VI for v) brings this right: ▲.X. 6i46->a.d. 641, 
which is the thirty-first year of Heradius. 
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MacAabeorum lib. I vef IICCC 

lib. 11^ ooBCCC 
lobver cx>I)CCC 
Tobias ver DCCCC 
Hester 

ludit ver cx>C 
Psalmi David CLI ver V 
Salomanis uer TD 



pro/etas maiores ver XVICCCLXX numero IIII 

r 

^9aia9 uer UIDLXXX 

leremias uer UUCCCCL 
Daniel ver ct>CCCL 

Ezechiel ver lUDCCC 

profeta% XIlTlIDCCC 

erunt omnes ver n LXVIIIID 

Bed ut in apocalypsis loAannis dictum est: 'vidi XXIIIl 
seniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronumj ntaiores nostri pro- 
bant kos libros esse canonicos et hoc dixisse seniores. 

Item indiculum novi testamenti, 

euangelia IIII Matheum vr IIDCC 

Marcus ver coDCC 
loiannem vr (yoDCCC 

Luca vr TTlCCC 
JiutU omnes versus X 
eplae Pauli § XIII 

actus aplorum ver IlIDC 
apocaUpsis ver cxiDCCC 
eplae lohannis III ur CCCCL 
una sola 

eplae Petri II vef CCG 
una sola 

Quoniam indiculum versuum in urbe Boma non ad liquidum \ sed 

^ So Mommsen oozreots : ali^i dam Cod« 
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et alibi avariciae eausa nan haient integrumy per ringulos lihroi 
computatit syllabis powi numero XVI versum VirgUianum 
omnibus libris numerum adscribsi ^. 

Indieulum Cecili Cipriani. 

1. ad Lonatum CCCCX 

2. ad virgines D 

3. de lapsis DCCCCLXXX 

4. de opere et elemosyna DCLXX 

5. ad Demetrianum DXXXF 

6. de aeclesiae unitate DCCL 

7. de zelo et liuore CCCCXX 

8. de mortalitate DL 

9. depatientia BCCCLX 

10. ad Forttmatum DCCXL 

11. de domini oratione 

12. ad Quirinum libri III: I DL. 

II DCCCL 

III DCCLXX 

13. ad Antanianum DCL 

14. de calice daminico CCCCL. 

15. de laude martyrii DCCCXXX 

16. ad eonfeesoree martyrum CXL 

17. Moyei et Maximo LXX 

18. ad eosdem alia CXX 

19. depreeando deum CXC 

20. ad clerum LIIII I 

21. Aurelio lectori pro ordinato CXL 

22. Celerino C 

23. ad lobianum DL 

24. ad Quintum C 

25. Ade pfb XIII n . XXX 



^ There U eyidently aome corruption here ; see p. 363 below, where it b 
proposed to omit poaui (with Mommsen) and to take vernm VirgiUanum as 
standing for gen. plnr. — partly by the nee of a yemaonlar form (vertum^ 
v&rtuum), partly by oormption* 
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il6. Adepfb n . CXX 

27* sententiae epUcoporum BXX 

28. ad Pompeium CCXC 

29. cut Stephanum C 

30. ad Fidum CVI 

31. ad Ma^um CCLXXXIIII 
Z%. ad Martialem CCCL 

33. Imci ad Eucratium XL 

34. Felici et ceteris XX 

35. de Numidia conf. XXX 

36. ad Florentium CCFII 

37. ad presb LXXII 

38. ad eosdem et diac XXV 

39. ad elerum urt LXX 

40. Romani resc (so) CCXV 

41. adversus lud CCXC 

42-50. ad Comelium Villi od CVIII 
51. ri^ Cypriani DC 

fiwnt amnes versus f XFIIID 

It will have been observed that the lists are themselves 
broken by interpolations. Both of these are snggestive, and 
throw light on the character and motive of the lists. The 
first is a comment on the number of Books in the Old Testa- 
ment ; the second explains the purpose of the stichometry by 
which the lists are accompanied. The subjects which we shall 
have to discuss are : (i) the Canon and Order of the Books of 
the Old Testament ; (2) the Canon and Order of the Books 
of the New Testament ; (3) the Note on the Stichometries and 
the Biblical Stichometries ; (4) the list of the writings of 
Cyprian. 
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I. The Canon and Obdbb of ths Books of the 

Old Testament ^ 

The closer study of this part of the list I leave to those 
in whose department it fsdls more directly than it does in 
mine. It will be enough to indicate in broad outline the 
bearingfs of the Cheltenham list. This will perhaps be done 
best by placing it in comparison with other lists which mark 
the different stages and ramifications in the history of the 
Old Testament Canon. We must not assume that the order 
of development and the local order will necessarily correspond ; 
I have therefore placed together those lists which have any 
real affinity to each other apart from the geographical rela- 
tion of the Churches which they represent. As a simple 
basis for such an arrangement we may take the varying total 
assigned to the number of the Books. This however is only 
given where attention is expressly called to it by the list in 
question. The numbering also is that of the lists themselves. 
For the sake of further illustration the order of the Books in 
the Hebrew Canon is prefixed. In the case of the German 
and Spanish Bites the arrangement is typical: deviations 
from it will be found in individual MSS. Books which are 
not included in our present Canon are marked + . 

^ The listB are drawn up nudnly from the texts given by Wectoott and 
Credner. Hody hae been compared, bnt is not Tory trustworthy. The Srst of 
the Jewish lists is pnt together from Filrst, Kanan d. A. T. (Leipzig, 1868), 
compared with Hamburger, Beal-Enc, /. Stb. u. TcUm., 8. V. Bibel (Strelits, 
1885-188Q ; for the second and third see Riehm» Einleitang in d, A. T., p. 63 
(Halle, 1889). Blehm explains the titles < Earlier ' and < Later ' Prophets as 
applying not to date bat to position in the Canon. The reason assigned in the 
Talmnd for the order of the Major Prophets turns upon their subject-matter : 
eum libri reffumflniantur in detolatione, el Jeremi€u toUu venetur in detola^ 
tioney Ezechiel vero incipiat in daolatione et finiat in conMlatione el Jetajtu 
totua veraetur in eonwlatione, copulaverunt deBolationem cum detolatione et 
oonsolationem eum eonsoUUione, Examples of the variatious in the MSS. may 
be seen in Dr. Neubauer's Catalogue of Seb, MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
Nos. 5*, 7, 17, aaaa. 
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The lists thns collected fbmish much matter for reflection. 
Bat before we approach the consideration of them in detail it 
is necessary first to say a few words by way of introduction. 
The yariations of order in the Books of the Old and New: 
Testaments point back to a critical moment in the history of 
the Biblical texts — the moment when they were transferred 
from rolls written for the most part on papyrus to codices 
written for the most paii; on vellum. The remains of ancient 
books which have been discovered among the ashes of Hercu- 
laneum and Pompeii and those which have been found in the 
Egyptian tombs are, if I mistake not, without exception in the 
form of the roll such as may be seen in the hands of the well- 
known Vatican Demosthenes. On the other hand, so far as 
I can remember, every single Biblical MS. now extant was 
originally whole or part, not of a roll but of a book which 
in outward shape and mechanical arrangement did not difier 
from our own. Even the fragments of the papyrus Psalter 
now in the British Museum, which Tischendorf thought to be 
as old as the oldest vellum MSS. {qiu> nuUus codicum sacrorum 
antiquior videtur^), but which the Palaeographical Society's 
editors more probably assign to the sixth or seventh century ^, 
I imagine are not an instance to the contrary. Neither 
I gather are the still smaller fragments of the supposed 
Apocryphal Gospel discovered among the Fayiim papyri^* 
Now the obvious difference between rolls and codices is that 
the latter might easily be made to hold much more written 
matter than the former. Hence while the roll, as a rule, only 
held a single book, and the length of books was adapted 
to the ordinary size of the rolls, a codex on the other hand 
would hold a number of books collected together in a single 
volume. The only bond of union for a collection of rolls was 
the case in which they were contained. But under these con- 
ditions there would be no particular order : one volume might 

* Proleg, in F. T, Orae, p. Ix. 

' Pal. Soo. i. 38 : eee the Table of ContentB for corrected date. 

' BickeU in TexU %, Unieriueh., v. 4. p. 487. 
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be taken oat first at one time, another at another : the volumes 
might be numbered or marked in some way, but that had 
nothing to do with the structure of the case in which they 
were preserved* When the sheets of skin came to be folded 
and sewn together within the same binding all this was 
changed. Then the book which was written first always 
retained its place, and the others followed in regular sequence. 
Of course there might be a theoretical order in which the 
rolls were to be taken out of their case ; and that order might, 
as we have said, be indicated upon the roll ; but where there 
was no such theoretical order, which came first would be a 
matter of accident. The transference of a text from the roll 
to the codex was in that case the first step towards fixing the 
order of its different parts. 

It is an interesting question at what date this transference 
took place. It was clearly an event which affected the whole 
body of literature, and in a special sense the Socks of the 
Bible, because their order and sequence were not in many cases 
determined for them by their subject-matter. Birt, to whom 
belongs the honour of first bringing out the significance of 
these facts, placed the time of transition about the middle of 
the fourth century^. Jerome, he said, was the first scholar to 
possess a whole library in codices. He also pointed out how 
Acacius and Euzoius in the middle of the century found it 
necessary to renew upon parchment the worn-out collection of 
Origen*s books at Caesarea (corruptamjam bibliotheeam Originu 
in membranis instaurare) ^. These are no doubt two important 
landmarks. Yet in the case of the Bible at least we must go 
back beyond the middle of the fourth century. Bibles, which 
were in constant use, would need to be made of strong niaterial ; 
and the form of the eodea would be more compact and con- 
venient than that of the roll. Hence, as Birt remarks, the 
Sacred Books of the Christians (liturgical books as well as 

^ Daa ardike Buchwesen, p. IT5. 

' Be Vir, III. oxiii. A trace of Euzoiub' work Btill remains in a MS. of 
Philo (aee Ck>hn. Philon, Alex, Libell, de Opif. Mundi, p. ii). 
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BibleB), and law-books woald naturally be the first to be 
systematically written in bound volumes formed by the 
stitched sheets of vellum. There is abundant historical evidence 
that this was the case. The First persecuting Edict of Dio* 
cletian, issued in Feb. 303, was aimed specially against the 
Christian Books. But we have a number of documents — ^mainly 
Acts of Martyrs and documents relating to the beginnings of 
the Donatist controversy — which describe the course of the 
persecution which followed. These show at once what a number 
o{ codices the Christian Churches must have possessed. Take for 
instance the account of a police raid at Cirta (now Constantine) 
in Numidia, commonly known as the OeHa apud ZenopkUum ^. 
A demand is made for books : the library of the Church is 
found empty, but the police go on to pay domiciliary visits to 
the houses of the Church officials. One Catulinus brings out 
a ' very large codex ' {codicem unum pemimium majorem : shall 
we say like the Codex Amiatinus ?). Eugenius produces four 
codices ; Felix, five ; Victorinus, eight ; Projectus, five large 
and two small (all codices^ be it remarked). Victor the school- 
master [grammaticus) brings out two codices and four ' quinions' 
(i.e. apparently the loose sheets, or gatherings, not yet sewn 
together into a book). Coddeo is not at home, but his wife 
gives the constables six codices. All this is the product of 
a single round. And many other data of the same kind, though 
not perhaps quite so striking, may be adduced^. A few 
instances occur of rolls, but codices largely predominate. The 
change then, so &r at least as Church books are concerned, 
was already accomplished at the beginning of the fourth 
century, and is thus thrown back some way into the third. 
Yet we cannot go beyond the beginning of that century; for 

^ Bouth, EeU, Sacr. iv. 320 ff. 

' For further details I may perhaps be allowed to refer to an IfUroduetion 
to the Textual Criticism of (A« New Testament which I have for some time 
been preparing. This part was written before the appearance of Zahn's 
recent volnme in which he has called attention to some of the same phenomena. 
But the real merit belongs to Birt : we have only applied his investigations to 
the New Testament. 
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it is clear from the language used by the Roman lawyers that 
at that date papyrus rolls were still the rule and anything 
else the exception. It has to be explained that in legacies 
under the term ' books ' are included not only rolls of papyrus 
but membranae et philyrae (i.e. parchment and tablets pre- 
pared from the bark of the linden-tree) : codices also are to 
go with the bequest because under the name ' books ' are to 
be reckoned not only volumina chartarum (the technical terms 
for papyrus rolls), bat any written matter of a given length \ 
We gather from this that the vellum codex was coming in, 
but was not yet common. 

It has been said that the order of volumes in any particular 
case might be determined independently of their mechanical 
arrangement. Such would seem to have been the case with 
the Old Testament. There is said to have been a tradition 
on the subject which was already commented upon by the 
Talmudists of the third century^. The order of the Books 
would seem to have been to some extent fixed when Melito 
made his journey to Palestine with the express object of find- 
ing out * what was the number and what the order ' of the 
different parts of the Sacred Volume. And Athanasius again 
implies that there was a more or less settled order when he 
begins his catalogue by saying that the Books are ' in order 
and name ' as he enumerates them ^. Still our lists show that 
there was a good deal of variety. We see how difierent prin- 
ciples of arrangement were at work, and covered some a 
greater area and some a less. The Jews reckoned twenty-four 
books to the Old Testament. According to Fiirst ^ this reck- 
oning was derived from Babylonia. It is however already 
found in 4 Ezra xiv. 44 (in the Syriac and Arabic versions ^, 

^ Pauli SetUent. iii. 6. 87 (ed. Kruger). 

' Bab (c. 167-347 A.D.) and Johanan (c. 199-279 AJ>.)* See Fiint, Kan. d. 
A, T. p. 4. 
' Ap. VTestcott, Can, p. 554. 

* Log, cit, 

* It is natural to aak what is the relation of the Arabic to the Syriac yersion ? 
Antecedently we might have expected that they would not be independent 
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not in the Latin, Armenian, or Aethiopic). How it came there 
must be left an open question. Among Christian writers we 
find it in Hilary of Poitiers, Jerome, and the Cheltenham 
Index; to which must be added Victorinus Petavionensis, 
whose commentary on the Apocalypse was written before the 
persecution of Diocletian, to which he fell a victim, and 
Pseudo-TertulUan. The number may have been originally 
suggested by the Jewish tradition, with which Jerome at 
least would be familiar. The Christian writers, however, 
do not associate it with the same allegpories as the Jews ^, 
but give explanations of their own. The coincidence here 
between Jerome and the Cheltenham Index is remark** 
able. The obvious conclusion would be that Jerome is the 
source from which the number in the Index is derived, 
together with the reference to the * twenty-four elders.' 
This conclusion however is by no means certain, or rather it 
is distinctly improbable. There are two broadly marked 
stages in the tradition as it appears in the Cheltenham MS. : 
the first is that of the majarei or immediate predeces- 
sors of the writer himself; and then behind these there 
are the seniores^y who seem to be no other than Hhe elders' 

anthorities : the point does not Beem to haye been folly ooncidered by the 
Editors. The reading in qneetion is one which might throw light on the origin 
of these Tersions. 

^ The Rabbis regarded the 34 books as symbolised in the 24. ' watches ' of 
the Temple (Neh. xii. 9, etc.), which were again connected with Ecd. xii. 11, 
or with the 34 ornaments of the ' daughters of Zion ' (i. e. the Synagogue) in 
Isa. iii. 18 flF. (Ffirst, p. 3). 

' There is at first sight a little difficulty in the change from majore$ 
to sewiores. Hie author probably made deliberate use of different words in 
order to distinguish the different times of which he is speaking. It is however 
interesting to note that there is a like interchange in the African texia : mqjores 
natu oooorring in Mark viii. 31 (k), Luke vii 3 («), xz. i (e), and senioree in 
Mark zi. 37 (h), ziv. 43, 53 (Jt), xv. i (k). Compare also the Latin Tersion of 
Firmilian's letter to Cyprian, ed. Hartel, p. 81 3, 1. 33 (jseniores), p. 814, 1. 30 
(majoret natu), I rather doubt if majores naiu would haye occurred in any 
other than an African document. Hie second wnioret must I think correspond 
to the ieniores so often mentioned in the Latin Lrenaeus, etc. I agree with 
Zahn, as against Weiss, that it is impossible to make it refer to the elders of 
the Apocalypse. [Zahn has since withdrawn his view and now takes aemion* 
in botii places of the elders of the Apocalypse (0$tch, d, Kan, ii. 148 n).] 
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of the generation succeeding the Apostles, of whom we hear 
so much in the literature of the second century. But if this 
is so, we are carried back some way beyond Jerome. That the 
numbering twenty-four Books was really current in Christian 
circles before Jerome is clear from the words of Yictorinus : 
Aloe senae sunt testimonia veterit testamenti librorum, ideoque 
viginti qttatuor fadunt tot numeros, quot et seniares super tri- 
bunalia . . . sunt autem libri veteris testamenti qui accipiuntur 
viginti quatuor, quos in epitomis TAeodori invenies ^. Not only 
does Yictorinus himself adopt the reckoning, but he refers back 
for it to an older work, the Epitomae of Theodoras, It appears 
natural and almost obvious to identify this with the Epitomae 
ex TAeodoto which are printed with the works of Clement 
of Alexandria ^, and which Zahn supposes to have originally 
belonged to Book VIII of the Stromateis ; nor is it quite de- 
cisive against this identification that the passage in question 
is not found in the Epitomae as they have come down to us. 
Whether or not they have this origin, the Epitomae of Yic- 
torinus are an authority older than the year 300. The poem 
of Pseudo-Tertullian against Marcion (which is thought to 
have been written in the third quarter of the fourth century) 
has the same number and the same allegory \ Hilary, it will 
be observed, gives a different interpretation of the number, 
bringing in the Greek alphabet instead of the Hebrew, but the 
number it-self he probably got from the same ancient tradition 
as Yictorinus, Psendo-Tertullian, and the Cheltenham last. 

The dominant reckoning in the early Church was clearly 
twenty-two books, corresponding to the twenty-two letters of 
the Hebrew alphabet (not counting doubles). This reckoning 
appears in Melito, Origen, Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, Leontius, Nicephorus, John 
of Damascus ; in other words, all over the East. When we 

^ Viot. PetAY. ed. Migne. Pa^r. Lot. ▼. 525. I owe thig tmporiant refer- 
ence and the next to Zahn. 
' Suppl. Clement, p. 1 39. 
• iv. 194-aoo; Comp. Ox^. Proleg, de Cam, adv. Mare. 1888, pp. 6, 33. 
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remember that it is also found in Jooephns, that Origen was 
in communication with Jews, and that Epiphanius possessed 
some knowledge of Hebrew, we can have little doubt that it 
represents a tradition of the Palestinian (and probably also of 
the Alexandrian) Jews, and that it was ultimately derived 
from them. Hilary of Poitiers was in such intimate relations 
with Athanasius and the leaders of the Nicene party that we 
cannot wonder at his expressing the same idea, and the 
striking coincidence between Jerome and Epiphanius would 
naturally arise from the identity of the conditions by which 
they were surrounded — Epiphanius at Eleutheropolis and 
Jerome at Bethlehem, i.e. about twenty-five miles from 
each other, though they were not both in Palestine quite at 
the same time. Among the widespread eansensui of the 
Eastern Church there is clearly marked ofi*a group within the 
group of Palestinian writers, and consisting of Epiphanius, 
Jerome, and John of Damascus, who raise the twenty-two 
books to twenty-seven, but still keep up the parallelism to the 
Hebrew alphabet by adding on the one hand the double books 
and on the other hand the letters which might be regarded 
as doubles. There is a difierence on one point as to the way 
in which the doubles are taken. The three writers are all 
agreed as to the double letters (Caph, Mem, Nun, Pe, Sade, 
ProL Galeat.\ but the pairs of books stand thus : — 

Epiphanius Aim Jkbomb. 

JoHK OF Damascus. 

Judges 1 i> 2 Sam. 

Ruth J I, 2 Kings 

I, 3 Kings I, 3 Chron. 

3, 4 Kings I, 3 Esd. 

I, 2 Chron. Jer. ) 

I, 2 Esd. Lam. j 

We seem to have here two slightly divergent forms, which 
might be called respectively Jewish and Hellenistic, of the 
same tradition. Jerome, as we should expect, draws from 
the first ; Epiphanius and John Damascene from the second. 
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The latter writers are clearly not independent of each other. 
Epiphanins, it is true, cnrionslj puts Chronicles before Kings^ 
and puts the poetical books before the Hagiographa, but the 
essential structure of the two lists is evidently the same ; and 
in both cases Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus are placed outside the 
list and described in equi valent language. John of Damascus has 
in fact simply given a rather free paraphrase of his predecessor. 

The identity of structure in the lists of which we are 
speaking comes out on a point on which we have not as 
yet laid stress — the deliberate arrangement in P^ntateuchs. 
This might be said to be characteristic not only of Palestine 
but specially of Jerusalem. It is found before Epiphanius 
in Cyril of Jerusalem, and before John of Damascus in an- 
other inmate of the same cloister, Leontius, whose common 
epithet * Leontius of Byzantium ' disguises the &ct that he 
spent most of his days in the monastery of St. Saba which 
overlooks the gorge of the Kedron. Traces of this arrange- 
ment, however, less completely carried out, appear in Gregory 
Nazianzen and Amphilochius ; so that the germs of it would 
seem to have travelled into Asia Minor. Nothing corre- 
sponding to it is found in the West ; and it does not seem to 
have exercised any influence on the Cheltenham List. 

Jerome cannot be classed with the writers of the West. 
The tradition which he represents is the Hebrew tradition. 
He has adhered to this closely, except that to keep the num- 
ber %% he reduces the Hagiographa from 1 1 to 9 by uniting, 
according to Hellenistic usage^ Ruth to Judges, and Lamen- 
tations to Jeremiah. At the same time he distinctly notes 
the fact that there were some who separated these books and 
placed them among the Hagiographa, so making the total 
number 24, with the Elders of the Apocalypse. This higher 
total, as we have seen, has passed into the Cheltenham List. 
The other reckonings need not detain us. Augustine makes 
a total of 44 books, counting each book in his Canon singly. 
This would agree with the result which Cassiodorius in 
rather obscure language ascribes to Hilary of Poitiers, 
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Bufinos, and Epiphanius, and Cod. Amiatinug to Hilary 
and Epiphanius, according to which the total of Old and 
New Testaments together was 70 books, corresponding to 
the 70 palm - trees of Elim ^. There is no connexion be- 
tween this and the 60 books of Anastasins Sinaita or Cod. 
Baroc. 206. The classification of Junilius is based npon 
logical categories, and does not represent a tradition. The 
Boman lists which bear the n^mes of Innocent and Oelasius, 
and the Spanish list of Isidore of Seville, do not give any 
numerical summary. We observe, however, that the massing 
together of ' sixteen Prophets ' is common to all three ; and 
in other respects they resemble each other. The Canon of 
Isidore probably had its origin in Home. 

There are several remarkable phenomena in the details of 
the Cheltenham List. Foremost among them is the peculiar 
order of the books, Numbers and Leviticus. Strange to say 
this has a parallel so far away as Melito and Leontius. 
The occurrence of these parallels shows that the phenomenon 
is not purely accidental. Most of the more fundamental 
peculiarities of the Latin Bible can be traced back to Sjrria 
Here is one which must have been always confined to a few 
copies, but which was perpetuated through them in regions 
as far apart as Syria and Africa. 

It is characteristic of the Cheltenham List to group toge- 
gether the several books of the Heptateuch^. That this 
grouping is intentional is clearly seen from the sticho- 
metry. 

Another characteristic point is the combining of Buth 
with Kings rather than with Judges. For proof that this 
was done we turn again to the stichometry. Mommsen 

^ See the EiBay on God. Amuttintig, SUtd, Btbl. ii. 394. There is some 
confusion between the Hilarys : Oassiodorius speaks of the bishop of Poitierp, 
Cod. Amiat. of the bishop of Borne : the first is probably meant, though the 
Canon given is not his (Corssen in Jahrh,/. prat. TheoL 1S83, p. 626). 

' For references as to the nse of the word heptateuchiu (or heplatieui, as 
it often appears) see Mayor, Latin SepttUeueh, p. zzxri (1889). It seems to 
have been widely diffused. 

VOL. III. R 
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remarked upon the apparent discrepancy between tlie single 
items for the Books of Kings and the total. This discrepancy 
is removed when we take in the (corrected) stichometry for 
Bnth. We thus obtain a further coincidence with St. Au- 
gustine, who speaks of the libellus Buti, qui magis ad Regnomm 
principium videtur pertinere. 

The recognition of two Books of Maccabees is not very 
distinctive except so far as it marks off the Cheltenham List 
from the list in Cod. Claromontanus. We cannot be quite sure 
that the omission of lib. teviiu^ in this may not be accidental. 
The author of the list was evidently acquainted with four 
Books, as he speaks of liber quartus. If his omission of Lib. 
Ill was deliberate we should then have a parallel in the 
Apostolic Canons and in Nicephorus — ^another instance of the 
meeting of geographical extremes. 

The order Tobit, Esther, Judith is again common in 
the Cheltenham List and St. Augustine, but is also shared by 
the Boman lists and Isidore of Seville. 

The express mention of 151 Psalms stands over against an 
equally express mention of 150 Psalms in the Greek list 
added to the Canons of Laodioea and in that of the Apo- 
stolic Canons, with tiie Oelasian Decretal. It has a parallel 
in the MSS. M AB. The mention of five Books of Psalms 
is peculiar to Cod. Amiatinus. It is rejected by Hilary, 
and though known to was not adopted by Jerome. Kruger 
has noticed^ the curious &ct that in Lucifer's Codex the 
Books of Psalms seem to have been broken up, Pss. ix-lxi 
coming between Chronicles and Proverbs, Pss. Ixxvii-cxviii 
between Proverbs and Wisdom, and Pss. cxxx-€xlv between 
Wisdom and Ecclesiastes — a sort of rough chronological 
arrangement according to the traditions of authorship. As 
however these divisions do not correspond to the actual 
arrangement in Books (the true breaks are at Pss. xli, Ixxii, 
Ixxxix, cvi), some doubt is thrown upon the whole theory. 

The question as to the Books of Solomon must be allowed 

* Lucifer von CalarU, p. 11 1 t (Leipzig, 1886). 
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to stand over until we come to deal with the stichometrj. 
If it was really intended to include five Books, the Chelten- 
ham List would agree with nearly all the other Latin lists 
except Hilary and Jerome. 

The last point we need notice is another link of connexion 
with St. Augustine — the placing of Daniel before Ezekiel, 
This is found also in Hilary of Poitiers^ 

Speaking summarily, we may say that the conspicuous 
features in the Cheltenham List are its points of contact 
with St. Augustine and its marked coincidence with St. 
Jerome as to the number of the Books, which may however 
have had an earlier origin^ 



IL The Canok akd Obdeb op the Books of 

THE New Testament. 

The first question that meets us in passing to the New 
Testament is, what exactly we are to understand by the 
peculiar treatment of the Catholic Epistles ? Two alterna- 
tive views have been put forward. Zahn was of opinion 
that the author of the list had before him a catalogue con- 
taining the Aill number of three Epistles of St. John and 
two of St. Peter, but while himself transcribing this he at 
the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 
Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit 
of recognising ^. Hamack speaks rather doubtfully, but ap- 
pears to think it possible that in v/na Bola (repeated) reference 
was originally intended to the two Epistles of St. James and 
St. Jude ^. Of these views I should have little hesitation 
in choosing the first. On the other hypothesis there is no 
sufficient reason for the epithet 9ola : single books in juxta- 
position with double or multiple books are common enough 
throughout the lists and nowhere else have attention specially 

^ Gp. Mommseny p. 148; Z./. ktrehl. Win,, p. 117. 
' TheoL Literaturzeitung, 1886, ool. 173. 

B 2, 
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called to them in this way. Bat we shall see before 
we have done that the list in its present form includes more 
than one stage in the history of the Canon: it contains 
both early elements and late elements : and here they meet 
side by side. That this is so is confirmed by the peculiar 
order, i St. John following directly upon Apocalypse, which 
we shall see to be an early order. 

It would hardly repay us to draw out in full a table of 
parallel lists as we have done for the Old Testament. The 
Muratorian Fragment is the only New Testament list which 
is older than the fourth century, and by that time the lists did 
not differ very much in their contents. We need to go behind 
them if we are to come upon anything really significant. 
In seeking for this we shall probably do well to concentrate 
our attention upon each in turn of the salient points pre- 
sented by the Cheltenham Index. These will be, (i) the 
omission of Hebrews, (ii) the inclusion of the Apocalypse, 
(iii) the abridged list of Catholic Epistles, (iv) the order of 
these Epistles, (v) the order of the Gospels, (vi) the order 
of the different parts of the collection. 

The omission of Hebrews and inclusion of the Apocalypse 
at once mark the list as Western. At the same time both 
are consistent with any part of the West. So far as they 
are concerned, the list might have been made either in 
Gaul, Rome, or Africa. It seems however to be a &ir in- 
ference that, if made in Africa, it was probably earlier than 
the Council of Carthage in 397, which expressly admits it 
as (in some sense) St. Paul's, though it is separated from 
the other Epistles. The influence of St. Augustine appears 
finally to have decided its place in the African Canon. 
By this time, too, it was pretty generally accepted. The 
high authority of Jerome was thrown into the scale in its 
favour. Without categorically asserting it to be St. Paul's, he 
contended strongly for it« canonicity. It had been acknow- 
ledged before Jerome by Lucifer and Rufinus ; it has the 
sanction of Pope Innocent, and appears in the Gelasian List. 
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There is therefore a clear presumption that a list which 
omits Hebrews is not later than the end of the fourth 
century. 

A more special interest attaches to the treatment of the 
Catholic Epistles. Before going into further details, let us 
first take a survey of the position of these Epistles in the 
early Church. There was one quarter of the Christian 
world in which for a time at least no Epistles at all were 
admitted, except the collection which bore the name of St. 
PauL The Doctrine of Addai, a work of the fourth or fifth 
century^, which however clearly embodies a very ancient 
tradition, describes the primitive usage of the Church of 
Edessa : ^ The Law and the Prophets and the Gospel in which 
ye read every day before the people, and the Epistles of Paul 
which Simon Cephas sent us &om the city of Rome, and the 
Acts of the Twelve Apostles which John the son of Zebedee 
sent from Ephesus ; in these writings shall ye read in the 
Churches of Christ, and along with them shall ye read 
nothing besides, because there is nothing else in which is 
written ihe truth which ye poeeesB, heaides these writings 
which ye hold fieist in the faith to which ye are called^.' 
We cannot be surprised that of the scattered writings which 
by degrees united to form the Greek Testament the out- 
lying members should have been slow to reach the Syriac- 
speaking Church. Conservative feeling would gather round 
the oldest form in which the Scriptures had been introduced. 
And there would at the same time be a natural tendency 
to guard against the apocryphal Gospels and other books 
which were especially rife in Syria and Palestine. There 
are three stages in the history of the Syrian Canon. The 
first ignored the Catholic Epistles (and the Apocalypse) 
altogether. This is represented by the Doctrine of Addai 

^ It appears to be best assigned to the space between the years 390-430 : 
seeTizeront, Le» Originta de rigUse d'jidesie, p. 120 ff. (Paris, 1888). I 
am glad to have the opportunity of calling attention to this excellent piece of 
criticism from the school of the Abb^ Duchesne. 

* Doct. Add.f p. 46 (op. Zahn, Geseh^ d, neuiett KanotUf i. 373). 
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and by tlie Homilies of Aphraates, which are definitely dated 
between the years 336-345. The second stage is marked by 
the Peshitto Version^ which has been called the Syriac 
Vulgate. As far back as this version can be traced it 
included three of the Catholic Epistles, Si James, St. Peter, 
I St. John. How iax this stage overlapped the first it will 
need closer investigations than have yet been made to deter- 
mine. The great body of the Syrian Church accepted the 
three Epistles which are found in the Bibles alike of the 
Nestorians and of the Jacobites who broke away from orthodox 
standards in the fifth and sixth centuries. The Alexandrian 
merchant Cosmas Indicopleustes after he had become a 
monk (535-547 A.D.) defended himself from the charge of 
not making use of the Catholic Epistles by appealing ex* 
pressly to the practice of the Syrian Church, which accepted 
only the three Epistles^. It has recently been proved, or 
at least xnade exceedingly probable, that the four disputed 
Epistles were first translated into Syriac as part of the 
Philoxenian Version, which took its name from the bishop 
of Hierapolis (Mabug), for whom it was made in the year 5084 
The Apocalypse seems to have been added in the revision of 
the Philoxenitfn by Thomas of Hai'khel in 616 ^ These were 
both Monophysite productions, and as late as the fourteenth 
century the Nestorian writer Ebed Jesu still preserves the 
old tradition which recognised no more than three Epistles. 
This is the third -and last stage of the Syrian Canon* 
Ephrem in the fourth century stands (f c. 373) rather outside 
it ; he appears to have used the fuller Canon of the Greeks ^ 
Yet later in the century even the Greek Church at Antioch 
clung to its narrower practice. Chrysostom used only the 
three Epistles ; and Junilius reduces the three to two (i St. 
Peter and i St. John). In this he appears to represent 
faithfully the master from whom his teaching was ultimately 

^ See the qnotation in Credner, jETaii., p. 191. 

* See Gwyzm, On a Syriac M8,, in Trans, of Irish Academy, Dablin^ 1886. 

' Westcott, Can,, p. 344, n. 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 247 

derived, Theodore of Mopsuestia ^. Strictly speaking, there- 
fore, we should have to subdivide the opinions current in the 
Syrian Church both during the second and third of our periods. 
In the second we should have to note the difference between 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, and the main body of the Church 
who accepted three Catholic Epistles, and Theodore with his 
follower Paul of Nisibis, and doubtless others who under the 
attraction of so great a name would accept only two. 

In Palestine, Eusebius draws a distinction similar to that of 
Junilius (or Theodore). Junilius admits that 'very many 
(quamplurimi) add' the five Epistles. EuseUus, while 
classing i St. Peter, i St. John as alone among the 'acknow-^ 
lodged ' books, places the five Epistles in the next grade to 
them as yvdpifxoi. tois itoXXoIs ^ For the Churches of Asia 
Minor we have hardly any evidence between the second 
century and the latter part of the fourth. The evidence for 
I St. Peter and i St. John goes back to Papias and Poly* 
carp and sub-apostolic times. Irenaeus too may be taken as 
embodying the witness of these Churches, and he dis- 
tinctly recognises both Epistles. But for the rest a slight 
or doubtful allusion to 2 St. Peter by Firmilian, bishop of 
Caesarea in Cappadocia, is about all that taeets us until we 
come to the writers of the later period of the Arian contro- 
versy. GregoiyNazianzen (f 391) recognises seven Epistles ; 
Amphilochius of Iconium (c. 380 A.D.) recognises seveiii 
though he also notices the other opinion which limited them 
to three. Asia Minor thus reflects the state of things which 
was becoming more and more general throughout the East* 
The smaller collection of three Epistles is not yet suppressed ; 
it survives with the greatest tenacity in the district of which 
Antioch was the centre : but the longer list is in the ascendant. 
On this side is thrown the weighty influence of Athanasius. 
On it are found ecclesiastical documents like the Apostolic 

^ Ibid., p. 443 ; comp. Kihiiy Theodor von MapiuesHa, p. 333 ffl (Freiboxg 
i. B., 1880). 
« E, K, iii. 25. 3. 
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Canons and tb« list whicli came to be appended to the Canons 
of I^odicea. In Poleetine a strong phalanx rallies roond the 
longer list. It is adopted by Cyril of Jemsalem (f 386), and 
after him by Epiphanius (f 403). Leontius, who wrote from 
the &moQs monastery of St. Saba in the sixth century, adopts 
it. It is taken op by John of Damascus in the eighth, and 
endorsed by Nicepborus patriarch of Constantinople at the 
b^inning of the ninth. 

What was the ultimate centre in which this comemvs 
originated ? Was it in the home of Athanaeins, or was it 
farther nortii ? It is quite possible that it began to strike 
root in several centres at once. But in any case Alexandria 
must have bad a large share in it. It is there that we find 
the earliest traces of the minor Epistles. I rather hesitate to 
aasome with Zahn that Clement in his Hypotypotet commented 
strictly upon all our present Catholic Epistles^. True, 
Eusebius says that he 'commented on nearly the whole of 
the Canonical (^f Sta^Kov) Scripture, not omitting the disputed 
portions, viz. the Epistle of Jude and the rest of the Catholic 
Epistles^;' and Photioa also states that the work consisted 
of interpretations of Genesis, Exodus, the Psalms, the Epistles 
of St. Paul, the Catholic Epistles (tuv koBoKmSiv), and Eccle- 
siastes ^ But are we to take these expreseions quite literally ? 
Clearly if the description of Photios is correct we must dis- 
count Tcry lai^Iy Ensebios' ' nearly the whole of the 
Canonical Scripture*.' Now a Latin version of notes on 
I Peter, Jade, i, a John has come down to us, professedly 
&om the Hypotypoiet \ It appears probable that this version 

^ For$cktaigttt, iii. 153 ; Gack. d. Kan., i. 310 f. 

■ B. E., vi. 14. 1. ' Biil. Cod. J09. 

' A similar eiaggention u found in Cauiodoriua : Perant itaque tcriplurat 
dianai 7. et N. T. ab ipto prindpia mqut ad Jtnem Qraeco termone dt- 
oIar<MH ClatatttUia A Itaandrindni >K>iRf«« Sinn»ataum, eU. Cuciodorioi h&d 
only nen k anall port of this work : he epnke from hskrsaj, uid wu probkbly 
iiii*l«d b; the hat that It began with GensBig, aod included the Catholic Epistlei 
»nd the Efuatles of St. P^nl, irhiob were all but the end of hit owd Bible. 

' CuiiodoriiM is mode to uy {Iml. 8) that he had Clement'B notea trani- 
l&ted on 1 Peter, I and 3 John, and JanMa instead of Jade, bat it leenuumpleat 
to mppote either that be made a lllp of memory or that hii text is oomipt. 
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was that of the gennine Clement made for Cassiodorias fix)m 
the occurrence of one passage under Clement's name in the 
so-called Parallela Sacra of John of Damascus The work 
in question may be an abridgement, but if it ever con- 
tained more Epistles than those named, Cassiodorius at 
least knew nothing of them. There is also the further coinci- 
dence that the Epistles omitted are just those of which no 
trace occurs in the rest of Clement's writings. All this raises 
a presumption against the strict accuracy of Eusebius ; and 
when we remember that ^ the Catholic Epistles ' were not to 
him a fixed collection in the sense in which they are to us, 
and that he himself regarded both St. Jude and 2 St. John as 
disputed, his language seems to be sufficiently satisfied by 
the presence of comments on these Epistles. And if the 
description in Eusebius is satisfied, still more the less definite 
language of Photius. At any rate it does not seem to me 
safe to go beyond the warrant of our actually existing text. 
Zahn himself has surely supplied a warning against his own 
reconstruction when it leads him to interpose the treatment of 
several other Epistles between that of i and 7, St. Peter ^. I 
incline to think that Clement did not comment on more of 
the Catholic Epistles than are contained in the Latin 
Version, and that he dealt with them in the order in which 
they have come down to us, viz. i St. Peter, St. Jude, i, % 
(not 3) St. John. I believe that Origen was acquainted with 
all the Catholic Epistles, but was aware of the existence of 
doubts about some of them^ and did not care to commit himself 
to a direct affirmation about them. The clearest passage for 
% St. Peter, 2, 3 St. John is no doubt open to suspicion as 
having passed through the hands of Bufinus. Still in this 
particular portion Rufinus claims to have simply reproduced 
his original, and the passage has every appearance of being 



' Forwh., iii. 156. In thiB section I have freely used Zahn's data, though 
I differ from his conclusionfl. At the same time I admit that he has a case, 
and may possibly be right in his main position. 
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rendered literally ^« The tmmpet-blasts wbich brought down 
the walls of Jericho are compared to those which are blown 
by Evangelists and Apostles in the books of the New Testa^ 
ment : ^ Peter also rings loud with the two-fold trumpet of his 
Epistles, and with him James and Jude. Nor is this all, but 
in addition John too sounds the trumpet with his Epistles 
and Apocalypse, and Luke setting down in writing the Acts 
of the Apostles ^.' The text of these Homilies rests on good 
authority, so that I do not think we need pay much attention 
to a singular reading in the Jumi^ges MS. ex tribus tubiit for 
duabus applied to St. Peter's Epistles: it would not be 
dij£cult to account for as a corruption. St. James Origen 
quotes in other places as a 'current' Epistle; St. Jude he 
quotes with a more decided ascription of authority ; 2 St. Peter 
and 2, 3 St. John he does not quote and describes as doubtful '. 
We have just seen that the Latin translation of the 
Sypotypase^ contains comments on two Epistles only of 
St. John, and we declined to go behind this and to assume 
that Clement originally had before him three Epistles. It is 
quite true that the author of the Second Epistle must also 
have been the author of the Third, and that evidence for the 
one is practically evidence also for the other ; but it is best 
to treat indirect evidence as really indirect and not to make it 
appear more than it is. We should naturally have expected 
that the two Epistles would circulate together. But it does 
not seem to have been so. The state of things in the West 
presents a remarkable parallel to what we find in the second 
century at Alexandria. The Muratorian Fragment expressly 
acknowledges ' a pair of Epistles with '' John " for their title ' 
(superscripti Johannis duos) \ Irenaeus quotes the First and 
Second Epistle, not the Third. In Africa too, though there 
are abundant traces of the First Epistle both in TertuUian and 

> Of. Peror, Ep, ad Mom, : quae in Juu Nave eeripeimus eimpliciter ear- 
preetimus ut invenimue. 

* Horn, in lib, Jeeu Nave, vii. a. ' Eos., H, E, vi. 35. 

* The MS. is oonrapt here, and I ihould certainly myself prefer euper- 
eeriptae Johannie dwu as more rimple and natnraL 
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Cyprian, and though there is a clear quotation from the 
Second Epistle at the Council of Carthage [%^(i A.D.)^ 
there is no trace whatever of the Third Epistle. Even as 
late as the fourth century Lucifer Calaritanus quotes 
several consecutive verses of the Second Epistle, hut shows 
no sign of its companion. Priscillian also, though he quotes 
six out of the seven Epistles, does not quote 3 St. John. All 
this might he accident so &r as the quotations are concerned, 
hut it is not an accident in the Muratorian Fragment; 
and the phenomena seem to hang together. The so-called 
Damasus-recension of the Gelasian Decretal, the oldest MS. 
of which is of the eighth or ninth century, ascribes 9, 3 St. 
John to the Presbyter and not to the Apostle ^« 

For % St. Peter there is no clear Ante-Nicene evidence in 
the West. It appears to have come in with the great col- 
lections in the next century. It is found in the lists of 
Philastrius of Brescia (f c. 387) and of Rufinus (f 410) ; it was 
included in the Canon of St. Augustine and St. Jerome ; it 
appears in the Roman lists of Innocent and Gelasius, and it 
is found also in that of Isidore of Seville. Cassiodorius does 
not seem to have been acquainted with it except through the 
commentary of Didymus. 

More remarkable than the protest of the Cheltenham List 
against 2 St. Peter is its complete silence about the Epistles 
of St. James and St. Jude. The reluctance of the author 
to follow the copy which he has before him seems to increase 
as he goes on. In the case of 2, 3 St. John and 2 St. Peter 
he contents himself with adding his own una 9ola^ but when 
he comes to the two remaining Epistles he refuses to set 
them down at all. The two Epistles do not stand upon the 
same footing in regard to their history in the West. The 
Epistle of St. Jude is well attested both at Rome and Car- 
thage. It is expressly recognised in the Muratorian Frag- 

* Gypriani O'pp,, p. 459 (ed. Hartel). 

' Hefele, ii. 619; WestooU, p. 573. So also a tradition known to St. 
Jerome {JW. III. 18). 
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ment ; TertoUian appeals to it by name ; and it is clearly 
quoted by the anonymous writer against Novatian. These 
facts show that though it may not have been very widely 
known (there are no traces of it in Irenaeus, Cyprian, or Hip- 
polytus, so far as extant writings go), it yet had a firm lodg- 
ment in certain quarters* The Epistle of St. James, on the 
other hand, though there are a good many coincidences with 
it which do not certainly prove use in the earliest Western 
literature — Clement of Rome and Hermas, £rom that point 
passes out of sight in the West until it reappears in the 
complete lists of the fourth and fifth centuries. In spite of 
this, however, I believe that it must have been known in the 
West for some time before this reappearance. I ground this 
belief on the diversity of the Latin texts in which it is found 
towards the end of the fourth century. Some of the materials 
bearing upon this point were collected in the first volume of 
Stvdia Biblica ^ ; but I should not like to pronounce definitely 
upon them until they can be taken along with a more com- 
prehensive view of the Old-Latin Version as a whole, and 
especially of the place in it of the Catholic Epistles. In any 
case the absence of these two Epistles from the Cheltenham 
List must increase the probability that the compiler did his 
work before the year 400. 

Having arrived at this point, and sufficiently explained 
the qualifications to which the evidence is subject^ we may 
perhaps for the sake of clearness give a tabular view of the 
history of the disputed books. It must be understood that 
inferential evidence is not admitted : it therefore must not be 
assumed that silence necessarily means rejection. Express testi- 
mony is indicated by larger type ; the fact of quotation only by 
smaller type. Doubtftd recognition or recognition on a con- 
fessedly lower level is denoted by placing the book in question 
below a single line ; express or clear exclusion is denoted by 
placing it below double lines. Where the order of the books 
is not clearly indicated that of our own Bibles is followed. 

^ See the two Kssays on the Gorbey St. James, pp. 113 ff., 333 ff. 
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[Advantage may be taken of a blank page to point ont the 
interesting coincidences which woold result if it were true^ as 
suggested on p. 259) ^^^ ^^® ^^ digesting of the Canon of 
the Disputed Books, and especially of the Catholic Epistles, 
proceeded from Jerusalem. The data seem to tend in this 
direction. It will be seen that there is a striking resemblance 
between the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem and the supposititious 
Canon of Laodicea — a resemblance which really runs through 
the Old Testament as well as the New. This resemblance 
extends to the omission of Apoc.^ which is supplied by 
Epiphanius. Nor can we help being struck by the few 
points which separate the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem, both 
as to order and contents, &om that of our own Bibles. Now 
Dr. Hort has shown how much the Church of Jerusalem 
contributed towards the composition of the Creed which 
wrongly bears the name of Nicaea. And we are reminded 
ftirther of the important place which waa held among the 
usages of the East by the Liturgy of St. James. This 
liturgy supplied the base of that which is still in use among 
the Syrian Jacobites, and the traces of it go back to St. 
Jerome ^. The difference in ultimate acceptance between it 
and the Nicene Creed would seem to be due to the fact 
that one did, and the other did not, make a conquest of 
Antioch and through Antioch of Constantinople. When the 
history of the Canon is thus viewed in connexion with the 
history of the Creeds and the history of liturgical usage, an 
interesting group of questions is raised, which will however 
need closer investigation.] 

[1 Dacheme, Originet du Culte Chritien, p. 66 (Paris, 1889).] 
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The order of the Books of the New Testament has been 
exhibited so ftiUy and carefully by Dr. C. R. Gregory (afker 
Credner and Westcott) that we need do little more than refer 
to his collections ^. He does not however bring out the point 
which is of most importance for our present enquiry. It is 
specially characteristic of the Cheltenham List that it places 
the Epistles (or Epistle) of St. John at the head of the 
Catholic Epistles and immediately after the Apocalypse. 
This is no doubt a survival from one of the very earliest 
stages in the history of the Western Canon, the attempt to 
form an Instrumentum Joannis corresponding to the collected 
body of St. Paul's Epistles. The phrase itself InatrumerUum 
Joannu occurs in Tertullian^ Be Beiurred. 38 : Male Deum 
narunt qui non putant ilium posse quod nan putant, el tamen 
seiunt polnisse, si instrumentum Joannis norunL And it has 
been clearly proved, first by Credner, then by Volkmar in his 
additions to Credner, and lastly by R5nsch, that Tertullian 
had this arrangement ^. There is also some probability that 
it was adopted by Irenaeus '• The author of the Muratorian 
Fragment however does not appear conscious of this attempt 
to combine the Johannean writings. And if in the East 
Clement of Alexandria may have done so, it can only have 
been in a different manner by placing St. John's last among 
the Catholic Epistles, and then letting it be followed by the 
Apocalypse. We have some reason to believe that he took 
the first step, but I do not know of any proof that he took 
the second. I doubt if any safe inference can be drawn as to 
the order of the books in Cyprian. There is just this further 
trace of the old arrangement, that Innocent I. in his letter to 
Exsuperius ^ puts the three Epistles of Si John at the head 

» PrdUg, to Tischendorfs N, T„ ed. viU. p. 131 ff. 

' Op. Credner, Qeach. d. neutest, Kanom, pp. 83, 364-370, 40a ; Bdxisch,^^. T. 
TeriulliarCSf p. 528 ff. The arrangement is theoretical, and does not neoes- 
sarily imply that Tertullian lued a codex and not the rolls which predomi- 
nated in his day (see above, p. 234). 

* Volkmar ap. Credner, p. 377 ff. 

* Ap. Westcott, p. 571. 
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of the Catholic Epistles ; but all sense of the meaning of it 
has eyidently been loet, becanse the Apocalypse comes after 
the Catholic Epistles and is separated from them by the 
Acts. It is rather surprising that Innocent should adopt the 
order he does, because the general tendency in the later 
Western lists, and the natural tendency especially at Bome, 
was to give the place of honour to St. Peter. How St. James 
came to take the lead in the East it is not quite easy to say, 
From the first appearance of the complete collection of seven 
Epistles it is the greatly predominant order. Nor is this merely 
the extension of an Antiochene order to Asia Minor and Con- 
stantinople. It is more firmly rooted at Jerusalem and in 
Palestine than at Antioch ; and it has also the authority of 
Athanasius at Alexandria. Jerusalem is the Church in which 
it is most probable that precedence would be given to St, 
James ; and it is possible that the collection of seven Epistles 
may have originated there : or if brought in the first in- 
stance from Egypt, it would seem to. have been at Jerusalem 
that it first became established. I cannot however get beyond 
the region of speculation about this. 

The order of the Gospels in the Cheltenham List is very 
peculiar. To the best of my belief the only parallels to it 
are the Curetonian Syriac and the sorcalled Commentary of 
Theophilus of Antioch, in the pre&ce to whioh the Evangelical 
symbols are described in this order ^, It is possible that these 
coincidences may be accidental. When the Gospels first 
began to be written in codices^ the order in which they came, 
unless it were determined by theoretical considerations, would 
be matter of accident. And the possible variations of four 
books are not so numerous that there would be any improb- 
ability in the independent occurrence of the same order in 
widely separated regions,. It is however impojiiiant to note, 
in the first place, that the order is such as would be produced 
by accident rather than by theory or reflection. The charac- 
teristically Western order — Matt., Joan.', Luc, Marc. — which 

S % 
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is fonnd in the majority of Latin and Oraeco-Latin MSS. 
(D, a b e/ff^ ?)» ^^ ^^ *^® Gothic Version and Apostolic 
Constitutions, and so far at least as the first two places are 
concerned in other authorities (D Paul, and Hilary of Poitiers), 
clearly rests upon the deliberate principle of placing the two 
Apostles first. The wide diffusion of this order in Western 
circles would tend to show that from the time when it was 
first fixed it was transmitted through copies made in codices : 
otherwise it would not have been preserved so free from 
variation. The sketch we have given of the incidents of 
Diocletian's i>ersecution will show to what an extent the 
eodex'iorm preponderated in the' West. But if so, then it is 
very probable that an irregxdar order such as that of the 
Cheltenham List originated before the fixing of the order in 
codices^ and apart from the main stream of Western trans- 
mission. The same would be true of the Curetonian Syriac. 
Are these two sets of phenomena — ^those of the fourth-century 
list and of the fifth-century MS.— connected ? We cannot 
be sure that they are ; but I am at the same time by no 
means sure that they are not. The points of contact between 
the Old-Latin Version and the older forms of the Syriac text 
are so many and so striking that they must have had a de- 
finite cause. Among the working hypotheses which well 
deserve to be kept in mind is the possibility that the first 
Latin Version of the New Testament may have been made, 
not on Latin ground at all, but in Antioch or Caesarea by 
some notarius or other Latin official in the suite of the pro- 
vincial governor. Several facts might be cited in favour of 
this view, but they are better kept in reserve for the present. 
I am not yet convinced that the hypothesis is right. Failing 
that, the alternative would be that a MS. or MSS. strongly 
marked with Sjnrian peculiarities was conveyed to the West 
and there made use of as a basis for the Latin translation. 
If this were so, the coincidence between our list and Cureton's 
Syriac would be equally accounted for, and there would be 
the same reason for referring it to an early stage in the his- 
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toiy of the Gospels. We are reminded of that other similar 
and not less striking coincidence in the order ' Numbers, 
Leviticus' between our list 'Leontins' and Nicephorus. Each 
strengthens the other and tends to diminish the presumption 
of accident. 

As for the order of the different divisions of the New Tes- 
tament — Ew., Epp. Paul., Act., Apoc., Cath. Epp. — ^the most 
important point is the juxtaposition of Apoc. and Epp. Joan., 
which has been already discussed. For the rest the nearest 
analogy is supplied by Cod. t<), several cursives, Epiphanius, 
the Peshitto, Jerome, etc., which have Ew., Epp. Paul.^ Act., 
Cath. Epp., Apoc. But the principle of combining St. John's 
writings into an Instrumentum Joanneum has been abandoned. 
If any principle of grouping has been at work it might be 
supposed to be the historical principle of arranging the parts 
in the order of their admission into the Canon. The corpus of 
St. Paul's Epistles was very nearly complete — in some regions 
it was probably quite complete — in the time of Marcion : 
and it would be not until after that date that the books of 
the New Testament were brought together as a whole. In 
the East, where the mass of the Greek MSS. were written, 
the addition of Epp. Cath. and Apoc. was the last stage in 
the formation of the Canon. 



III. The STICflOMETRIES. 

The subject of Stichometries, like that of the order of the 
Books, needs a few words of introduction, that the reader may 
be placed abreast with the present state of investigation on 
the subject. The last fifty years ^ have seen a marked advance 
which to the best of my belief has not yet been recorded in 
English manuals — ^at least not in those which deal with the 

^ It ia neceesaiy to go back thus far to Bitaohl'i AUxandrinisohs Biblio- 
thektn (1838) and BUp, de Stichometr, deque Ediod, SuppUmeni. (1840) ; 
both reprinted in Opuec, PhiLoLy Bd. i. Bat a general understanding on the 
lubject has only been recently arrived at» 
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side at which it touches Biblical criticism. The pioneers 
bear illustrious names, Friedrich Bitschl in Germany and 
Charles Graux in France ^, in whose steps have followed Diels, 
Christ, Schanz, Birt, and a number of others '. And finally, 
the results obtained have been applied to the criticism of the 
New Testament in two elaborate articles in the American 
Journal cf Philology for 1883 by the American and Cambridge 
scholar, Professor Rendel Harris. 

The first thing to be done is to clear the mind of a wide-" 
spread and deep-rooted confusion between stichometry and 
that method of writing which is properly described B8j)er cola 
et eommata, or as we might say, ' by clause and sub-clause,' 
according to which each new clause or division of a clause had 
a line to itself '. Examples of this latter method may be 
seen in the famous MSS. Codd. Bezae and Claromontanus 
(D Ew. and D Paul.), on a still more minute scale of sub- 
division in our own Cod. Laudianus (E Act.), or with a some- 
what different arrangement of the text in Cod. Amiatinus and 
many other MSS. of the Vulgate. Indeed most of the early 
MSS. of the Vulgate are written in this way, with some 
variety in the method of arrangement. See Pal. Soc. L 16 
(Wordsworth's Z), 1 7{S), 33 (X), 3 (Y), 236 (Benevento Gospels) ; 
Zang. and Watt. 34 (F), 35 (A), 36 (J), etc. ; also the Psalters, 
Pal. Soc. ii. 8, i. i8. The divisions here adopted being sense- 
divisions, the lines naturally varied in length : the essence of 
stichometry is that the lines are assumed to be uniform or as 
near uniform as possible ^. The object of stichometry was to 

* Eevue de Philologie, N. S., ii. 97-143 (1878). 

' For referenoes see the articles by Prof. Rendel HarriB. 

' As the name arlxof was used for the sense-line as well as the space-line 
(for instance the poetical Books of the 0. T. in which it was adopted were 
called, as we have seen, 0i0koi (mxiptts), there was much excuse for the 
confusion of the two methods : and the eminent scholar Fr. Blass for a long 
time contended that the Stichometries related to the sense-line. He has 
however, in view of the overwhelming evidence brought against him, greatly 
modified his views, and in Iwan Muller's Handbuch, i. 314 ff., he firankly 
accepts his opponents' explanation for the greater part of the phenomena. 

^ The most thorough treatment with which I am acquainted of the history 
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find a standard of measniement for literary works. Thanks to 
the researches of the scholars named above that standard had 
been discovered. It was for Greek writings the Homeric 
hexameter, averaging roughly sixteen syllables or thirty-six 
letters in length. The starting-point was a passage of Galen ^, 
the conclusions drawn from which were verified by a large 
inductive examination of a number of the stichometrical data 
which have come down to us, e.g. for Herodotus, Thncydides, 
Demosthenes (very fully worked out by Christ), ^nsebius 
(JPraep. Evang,)^ Gregory Nazianzen, etc. The great mass of 
the data agree excellently together ; but some anomalies re- 
main which still need explanation, and perhaps may require 
the assumption of a different standard. 

Such was the point which had been reached when the 
Cheltenham List was published. It was therefore a welcome 
surprise when the results, which had been hitherto to a large 
extent inferential, were on a sudden not only illustrated by 
their extension from Greek to Latin, but also confirmed by 
a statement than which nothing could be more explicit. The 
whole secret was out. Not only the method of stichometries 
but their purpose (which had been also guessed) was explained. 
Conclusions which had been reached by a purely scientific 
process received a superfluous but none the less satis&ctory 
verification. ' Inasmuch as the index of verses ( = stichometiy) 
in the city of Rome is not clearly given, and elsewhere too 
through greed for gain they do not preserve it in full, I have 
gone through the books singly, counting sixteen syllables to 
the line, and have appended to every book the number of 
y irg^ilian hexameters K* The booksellers cheated their customers 



of oolometiy as applied to the New Testament is by Dr. P. Gonsen in an enay 
recently published on Ck>dd. D F G (Paul.). Profeieor Bendel Harris also 
deals satisfjM^rily with the sabjeot. 

^ De Floe. Sippocr., yiii. i (ed. Ktthn, ▼. 155). 

' The text as it stands (see p^ 224 above) is evidently oormpt. Mommsen 
proposes to throw out both potui and numentm i we might perhaps retain the 
latter and read verguum VirgUianomm (tterguH [or perhaps rather uenum as 
a yemacolar form : see Nene, Formenlehre d, lat, Spraehe, i. 360, and the 
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by suppressing the siachometries, by which at once the pay of 
the scribe and the price of the book was reckoned, and were 
asking more than the book was worth : for this reason the 
author of the note (which the tenth-century copyist had tran- 
scribed) had taken care to set down a full stichometry in his 
margin. We observe in passing that the author was not 
himself writing in Rome, though he knew too well the customs 
of the trade there. 

We may leave further details, such as the rate of pay for 
copying ^, and the possible existence of other standards besides 
the hexameter, for which reference may be made to Professor 
Bendel Harris's articles mentioned above, and go on at once 
to a comparison of the Cheltenham stichometry with others 
of the same kind. 

Stichometries of the Vulgate do not appear to be found in 
the oldest MSS. But they become &irly plentiful in MSS. 
of the ninth century and later. Professor S. Berger, whom 
I consulted, has been so good as to send me his notes of the 
readings of the following MSS. on doubtful points : — 

Par. Lat. i : a Bible presented to Charles the Bald by Count 
Vivianus and eleven monks of the abbey of St. Martin 
at Tours in the year 850. 

Par. Lat. 6 : a Bible probably of the tenth century. 

Par. Lat. 11 504 : a Bible of the ninth century. 

Par. Lat. 11532 : another of the same date. 

Par. Lat. 1 1514 : an Old Testament also of the ninth century. 
These three MSS. all came from St. Germain-des-Prfe. 

Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 : * Charlemagne's Bible ; ' early ninth 
century (Bp. Wordsworth's K). 



other aathoritieB and inetanceB quoted by Miododski, Awm. adv. AleatoreSf 
P- 73» i^] yirgiUanovi) : if it were dear that vertum VirgiUawum alone 
oould « numerwn venuum Vir^lianorum, Mommsen's reading would be 
preferable. 

^ This 18 given in Diodetian'i Edict De preHU rerum venalium (C I. In, 
iii. 831). 
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Cod. Paulinus : the &moas MS. from the Church of S. 
Paolo fuori le Mura, another Caroline MS. 

Cod. Vallicellianus : a MS. also of the ninth century, and like 
the two last presenting Alcuin's recension of the Vulgate 
(Bp. Wordsworth's V). 

I have further made use of — 

Cod. Bodl. Auct. E. inf. i, 2 (Body's N. E. P. 6), which appears 
to be of the twelfth century, 

Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 (see above), from the Catalogue of 
Ancient MSS. 

Harley MS. 2805 : of the ninth century ; from the same source. 

And the list given by the Benedictine editors of St. Jerome 
(ed. Migne, vol. ix. p. 150 f.). What are given as the 
Vulgate readings thus rest upon a strong consensus. 

It will be seen at a glance that the stichometry in the 
Cheltenham List is really that of the Vulgate. 

The Cheltenham stichometry is evidently in the main very 
correct. When the missing numbers are supplied from the 
best Vulgate MSS. for the Books of the Heptateuch the result 
agrees exactly with that in the List. When the Book of Ruth 
is taken with the Books of Kings, as we have seen that it 
ought to be taken, and when the one small and obvious 
correction of CCL for CCI has been made, the result again 
tallies with the items. For the succeeding Books down to 
the Book of Psalms (inclusive) the only item which does not 
correspond with the reading of the best MSS. is that for the 
Book of Job. Here, however, Par. Lat. 6 presents the same 
figm*es as the Cheltenham List. It is not until we get to 
the libb, Salomonis and the Major Prophets that any real diffi- 
culty arises. We may accept the figures given for Isaiah and 
Jeremiah; but there is clearly some mistake in those for 
Ezekiel and Daniel, and the summaries both for the Solomonic 
Books and for the Major Prophets must be wrong. I have 
suggested coirections for these last which are as near as it 
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Comparative Table of 
(B) Stichometbies of 



Grttk Stichometries. 



St. Matthew 



St. Mark ... 



St. Luke ... 



St. John 



Acts 


1007 


ApocalypBe..! 


405 


I St. John ... 


105 


a St. John . . . 


J[3 


3 St. John ... 


15 


Total ... 


133 


1 St. Peter... 


105 


2 St. Peter... 


61 


Total ... 


166 



^ 



^ 



1071 



678 



II5I 



880 



c 



\o 



^ 



» 



2433 



15" 

C-xvi. 9- 
ao.] 



2591 



1948 



2559 

1224 

268 

31 
31 

330 

245 
162 

407 



« > 



3397 



1494 



1;- 



3359 



^549 

[4xvi. 9- 
20.] 



QQ 
OQ 

§ 

QQ 



3551 


3559 


1903 


1924 


3537 


3479 


I2I3 


II56 


262 


247 


30 


30 


31 


31 


333 


308 


240 


265 


158 


'59 


398 


434 



/ 2514 }(5MSS.)) 

i fl. R. oorr.) 

i 2560 (9 MSS.) 

1506 (4 MSS.) 
1550 C3 MSS.) 

1590 (2 Msa) 

2676 (5 MSS.) 
2740 (6 MSS.) 
3750 (3 MSS.) 

( 2024 (9 MSS.) ) 
( 2210 (5 MSS.) { 



^ 



^ 



I 



2600 

(37 MSS.) 



1600 

(33 MSS.) 

2800 
(44 MSS.) 



2300 
(38 MSS.) 



374 
30 
33 

336 

236 

[154] 
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Stloliometries {fionti-nia^. 

THE NbW TbSTAHENT. 

Or»A Blieiomelrin. 



Lttlui Stichometrim. 



i 
1 


1 


1 


--II 


1^ 

i 


1 

i 


P 


1 


/J70oC4MSa) ) 
















\ 




3500 


J5M 


2600 


S7O0 


17W 




3J97("MSS.) ) 
















(l6l6floMSS0 ) 

1,00(6 MSS.) 
1 iSlj (1 MS3.S 1 




,000 




1600 


1700 


1700 




3»;; (■ MSS. 




iGoo 


a6oo 


J900 


3300 
[reftdjBoo] 


3800 


1900 (I MS.) 






3300 


3?O0 


aooo 


1800 


1800 


( .700 (1 MS.) 












(Cod.) 




9400 (i MS.) 




'SSfi 


3000 

,y for yj 
1400 


.300 


9600 


3600 
1800 


j6oo 
1800 


... 


31 


'73 

3» 
34" 






16a 


450 




(Cod. PHdng. V«t. 


337 


136 
'54 






IDO 

140 


300 






390 


340 
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seems possible to come to the MS., and which give a right 
result for the general total. Beyond this I have not thought 
that I could go profitably. The five missing and the two 
erroneous items might be manipulated in a variety of ways ; 
none of which would admit of verification. I am conscious 
of having only proposed a makeshift solution for this part of 
the problem. Before touching on the further questions raised 
I proceed to give a similar, but as the materials allow some- 
what more elaborate table for the stichometry of the New 
Testament. For this I have made use of the calculations of 
Professor Bendel Harris as to the actual number of measured 
lines in the text of Westcott and Hort^ adding to these a 
rather rough calculation for Cod. Amiatinus. I have also in- 
corporated the data from Professor Rendel Harris's tables of 
stichometries from Greek MSS., with some enlargement 
from the third edition of Scrivener's Introduction and the 
American corrections of Scrivener. The variants to the Vul- 
gate readings are contributed by M. Berger. For the New 
Testament we have to add to the authorities the Book of 
Armagh (early ninth century). 

There is nothing here that needs setting right in the 
Cheltenham List except the obvious correction for St. Luke. 
The figures for the Epistles of St. John and St. Peter are 
open to suspicion ; but the Vulgate parallels fail us, and there 
is no general total by which to check them. The numeration 
in the Freising MS. looks very much as if it were taken over 
from the Greek. 

I do not propose to attempt a justification of the different 
stichometries. It is enough for our purpose to have the 
identity of those in the Cheltenham List and the Vulgate 
MSS. brought out so clearly. An interesting problem is 
suggested by these taken together. What was the origin of 
the Vulgate stichometiy ? Was it originally made for the 
Vulgate? and if so, where and when? It strikes us at once 
that the MSS. of the Vulgate in which stichometries are 
found are none of them earlier than the Caroline period. Three 
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of the most conspicuous (Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 and Codd. 
Paulinus and Yallicellianus) show traces of the influence of 
Alcuin. I do not know that there is anything that need be 
inconsistent with the supposition that Alcuin had brought 
the stichometries with him from England. He would then 
perhaps have obtained them ultimately from an Irish source — 
the same &om which they found their way into the Book of 
Armagh. It is noticeable, however, that they do not appear 
to be found in the earlier Books of Kells, Durrow, and the 
Codd. Usseriani, or in the Bushworth, Lindisfame, Durham, 
or Lichfield (St. Chad's) Gospels, or in those which come from 
St. Augustine's, Canterbury, or in the Stonyhurst St. John, 
or to the best of my knowledge in any other of the English 
or Irish MSS. of a date not later than the ninth century. 
They must thus have had a veiy limited circulation. The 
oldest authority in which they are found is the archetype of 
the Cheltenham MS. For although we have no proof that 
the stichometries are as old as the year 359, it is not probable 
that they are more than seventy years later. The circum- 
stances under which the stichometries were added are indi- 
cated in the note at the end of the New Testament list. That 
note implies the existence of free inter-communication be- 
tween the city of Bome and the place where it was written. 
Kow we have so &r had many reasons for connecting the list 
with Africa. But if the line-measurements were added in 
Africa and if the note in regard to them was drawn up in 
that country, it must have been either before the Vandal 
invasion (4^8-430 a. d.), or in the interval between the re- 
conquest of Africa by Belisarius in 533-4 and the final de- 
struction of Carthage by the Arabs in 698. And the first of 
these periods is decidedly more probable than the second, 
because the note implies a flourishing book-trade and settled 
and peacefrd relations between the province and the capital 
such as can hardly be said to have existed either during the 
Gothic war or the Lombard troubles which followed. If the 
second period were to be chosen the best part of it would be 
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about the time of Primasins, or 560 a. d. Failing this, we are 
carried back veiy nearly if not quite to the age of Jerome. 
Still it would not be necessary that the stichometry should 
have Jerome for its author, any more than he can have been 
the author of the various capitulations which are found in 
Vulgate MSS. The majority of these must have been either 
composed at a later date, or (what is veiy possible) transferred 
from MSS. of the Old Latin. The same may well be the 
case with the stichometry. And here the Cheltenham List 
comes in with an important coincidence. None of the Vulgate 
MSS., as M. Berger assures me, have any line-measurement 
for Ezra-Nehemiah. It is probable therefore that the sti- 
chometry was made from a codex in which that book was 
wanting. But it is also wanting in the Cheltenham List. 
That, and its date combined, bring the List very near the 
point at which the stichometry originated. We may go back 
a step fbrther. Apart from the Cheltenham List the earliest 
trace of the existence of Latin Biblical stichometries is in the 
so-called Speculum of St. Augustine ^ Though the classified 
extracts from the Bible of which this work is composed 
present a Vulgate text, there is satisfactory proof that this 
is the work of which Possidius speaks as begnn but left un- 
finished by St. Augustine at the time of his death. Either 
we must suppose that a Vulgate text was substituted for the 
Old Latin which St. Augfustine certainly used ; or St. Augus- 
tine himself only gave rough indications (the beginning and 
end) of the passages which he wished to extract, and the text 
was filled in later from a copy of the Vulgate ^. In any case 
the change must have been made before the work got into 
general circulation, as the extant MSS. (of which one is of the 
ninth and one of the tenth century) are all based on Jerome's 
version. But the adaptation of the text of the extracts does not 

^ The first of the two limilar workB recently published by Weihrioh {fiw]^* 
Script. Eocles, Lot,, voL zii ; VieDna, 1887). 

* Compare the method pursued in the two Theodulfian MSS., Anidenois 
and Mesmlanns, of the second or spurious SpeetUum, 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 273 

affect the framework in which they are set. This framework, 
which consists of a preface and veiy brief connecting links 
between the extracts, is, we have every reason to think, original. 
It is clear &om this that the Biblical codex from which the 
extracts were made was stichometrically written. Many of 
the links of transition are vagae {j^o%t aliquantum, paulo posl, 
etc.), but many also are definite (post i. versum^ post in. versus^ 
etc.) : and that not in a book here and there, bat all through the 
Bible ^. It is probable then that St. Augustine himself had 
access to a stichometry. Can it have had anything to do 
with Tichonius the Donatist, who stood in such near literary 
relation to him ? Tichonius was a person interested in the 
study of the Scriptures ; and the making of stichometries was 
one of the employments of Biblical scholars in those days. 
We have an example of this in the East a little later in 
Euthalius : and the Greek MSS. show that there must have 
been many both before and after Euthalius who busied them- 
selves in the same kind of work. 

However it may be about Tichonius^ whose uame I only 
mention to show the kind of circle in which the stichometries 
seem to have arisen, the one conclusion for which we have the 
clearest warrant is that the author must have had relations to 
St. Augfustine. This is, it is true, more clearly visible in the 
Old Testament than in the New. In the Old Testament we 
had both a general resemblance in order and also two marked 
coincidences — the grouping of Ruth with Kings and the 
placing of Ezekiel before Daniel. The most striking differ- 
ence was the omission of i, a Esdras in the List and its 
retention by Augustine. In the New Testament the diver- 
gence is greater. Here the more archaic hand at work in the 
List is decidedly at an earlier stage than St Augustine. It 
adopts indeed elements that go back as far as Tertullian. 
Since Tertullian there is no such clear trace as here of the 
Instrumentum Joanneum, The omission of Hebrews, St. James, 
and St. Jude is also thoroughly primitive ; and the protest 

* Consen has made good use of these data in the essay above referred to. 
VOL. ni. T 
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against the admission of 2, 3 St. John and % St. Peter belongs 
to a stage which is not likely to have extended mnch beyond 
the year 400. Other primitive traits of a different bind are 
the peculiar order of the books Numbers and Leviticus and 
the peculiar order of the Gospels, both presenting coincidences 
with far-removed Oreek authorities, and so pointing backwards 
to a time before the Latin and Greek traditions had separated. 

All these data are of course entirely independent of any 
conclusions that might be drawn from the chronological 
notes. Their presence in a tenth-century MS. shows that 
they might be perpetuated in a late document ; but simple 
transmission is one thing and actual composition is another ; 
and it does not seem to me probable that the compiler of 
the List as we have it would deliberately reject so many 
Epistles after the Third Council of Carthage and the times of 
St. Jerome and St. Augustine, 

There remain the ' 24 elders of the Apocalypse ' and 
the stichometries. These no doubt may be subsequent inser* 
tions ; but on the whole I am inclined to believe that they 
are not derived directly fix>m Jerome. In the one case I 
suspect that Jerome (though he does not say so) is drawing 
from an older authority, of which our Lists Yictorinus and 
Pseudo-Tertullian represent a divergent branch ; and in the 
other case I think it very possible that the stichometries 
either were not originally composed for the Vulgate at all 
or were composed for it in Africa and not in Palestine. 

IV. The List op the Wbhings of Cypeian. 

The third subject on which the document before us has an 
important bearing is the criticism of Cyprian. It is satis- 
factory to find that all the treatises usually regarded as 
genuine are included in the Cyprianic List with the single 
exception of Quod idola dii nan sint (Be Idolorum Vanitate), 
The absence of this treatise need not excite misgivings as to 
its genuineness. Its attestation goes back to St. Jerome and 
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St. Angugtine ^, if not to the biographer of Cyprian ' : it is 
found in most of the better MSS. (though not as it happens 
in the two oldest, S and T^ which are both fragmentary) : and 
the style and character of the treatise are thoroughly 
Cyprianic. Its omission would seem to be connected with 
the fact that, as we shall see presently^ its usual place in the 
MSS. was among the Epistles and towards the end even of 
these. 

On the questions which have been raised as to the Te%t%mon%a 
the Cheltenham List has weighty evidence to render. Before 
touching upon these it may be right to say a word about the 
reading of the MS. This is given by Mommsen thus : 

ad Quirinum libri III: I DZ 

II DCCCZ 
III DCCLXX. 

Mommsen notes that instead of I the MS. has Z ; and the 
doubt had occurred to me, observing the suspicious repetition 
of Z at the end of the figpires for Books I and II, that the 
archetype may have read : 

ad Quirinum libri III: Z{i6) I D 

Z{ii) II LCCC 
Z{ib) ni DCCZXX. 

The exact form in which the entry stands in the MS. is as 
follows — most of the punctuation appears to be added by a 
second hand : 

manu9 prima L bin bcccl | ni, bcolxx* 
manus secunda L* b*l*n ; bccc*l | in ; bcc. Ixx. 

I think however on the whole that Mommsen is probably 
right. It is true that there is a tendency in this part of the 
List to greater brevity than in the earlier part : for instance, 
verstis is only inserted in the last line, whereas it occurs 

^ Aug., De wnic. Sapt, iv. $ 6 ; Hieron., Ep. 83 <id Magnum, 
* The words of PontioB are rather ambiguooB, and may possibly refer to 
Ad Demetrianum : per quern gentiles hlaephemi repereuMtie in se quae nobis 
ingerunt vineerentur ? (VH, o. 7 ; ed. Hartel, p. xcyii. 1. 16). 

T 2 
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frequently in the Biblical lists. This might prevent ns from 
arguing from ParalipomeH lib. I^ etc., as above. But I do not 
think that L alone for liber is a common abbreviation. This 
supposition then may probably be dismissed^ and the number 
of ver9U9 may be taken as Mommsen has it. 

The recent histoiy of the criticism of the Testimonia is this. 
In Texts und Uwter9%chungen^ Bd. i, Heft x, p. 251 (published 
in 1882), Hamack (after Erasmus) labelled the Testimonia as 
the work of (Pseudo-)Cyprian. In Heft % of the same volume 
(published in 1883) he withdrew this doubt and pronounced 
them genuine. This may have been partly due to the 
accumulation of evidence for the early use of the Tegtimonia 
in Commodian, Firmicus Matemus, and Lactantius {ibid.^ 
Heft 2, p. 97). An article by Dombart ^ there referred to is 
specially important as showing that while Commodian's 
Apology only bears trace of the use of the two first Books of 
the Testimonia, the Instrtictions give equally clear proof of the 
use of the third Book. In Old-Latin Texts ^ Part ii, p. 131 
the writer of this essay argued for the genuineness of the 
work, but at the same time threw out the surmise, based upon 
the discrepancy between the number of (nCxot assigned to the 
three Books in the List and their actual length in the 
printed editions, that Book III at least might perhaps be 
largely interpolated. Mommsen had already compared the 
stichometry of the List with the number of lines in Hartel's 
edition with this result : 

Book I : oTixoi 550, lines 560. 

11: „ 850 „ 886. 

Ill: „ 770 „ 1876. 

I was inclined however to reject the hypothesis of interpola- 
tion, and preferred to suppose that / or 00 had dropped out 
of the text *, paiily because of the general identity of the 
Biblical text throughout the whole of the Third Book, 

* ZeiUehriftf. wm, ThsoLf 1879, ^' PP* 384-389. 

* It would be almost as easy to suppose that in the uncial haod of the 
fourth century bcdxz was written for oxolxx. 
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and partly becanse the quotation in Jerome's BtaL e. 
Pelag,j i. 32 ^, seemed to show that the fifty -fourth titulus 
at least (which is two-thirds of the way through the book) 
stood in Jerome's day where it does now. Dombart also, 
it should be said, points out several marked coincidences 
between the tituli of Book III and Commodian^ More 
recently Dr. P. Corssen in his very careful and suggestive 
review of Old-Latin Biblical texts ^ has urged in &vour of the 
theory of interpolation that there is no other instance of a 
treatise of Cyprian exceeding in length 1000 arCxoi. The 
fact is important when we consider the tendency which Birt 
has proved for authors to observe certain laws as to the 
length of their compositions. Nor would I lay stress in 
opposition to it upon the division of the Testimonia into two 
books, instead of three, in the twelfth-century MS. which we 
have called O^. This would more nearly equalize the two 
books, but it does not rest upon sufficient authority. Even 
the allied MS. O5 has the usual division into three Books. 
We note however that the number of capitula in Book III 
shows the same or even greater excess over those of the 
other two (Book I, 24; Book II, 30; Book III, 120)1 and 
we have just seen that these capUula were apparently the 
same — ^half of them at least certainly the same — ^in Jerome's 
time as they are in our own. It would be strange too if with 
so many distinct families of MSS. there should be no ti*ace of 
the original smaller work. The common archetype of these 
different families must go back to a date not &r from that of 
Cyprian himself; and though the enlarged edition would 
naturally tend to supersede the smaller edition, the works of 
Cyprian were so rapidly diffiised and so widely that it would 
be difficult for it to suppress the smaller edition altogether. 
This difficulty is increased when we observe how much the 
Cheltenham List has in common with the MSS., and in 

1 Noticed by Hamack, T. u. U., ii. 9, p. 8i. 

a JWd., p. 387 f. 

^ Odftinguche Qtlehrte Anzeigen for April i, 1889. 
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psrticalar how nearly it agrees with them in the position of 
the TesHmonia, If the Cheltenham List were the one sor- 
viving member of a divergent tradition we should expect 
it to present greater differences. It woald seem therefore 
that allowing the fullest weight to the Cheltenham sticho* 
metry, there are still formidable obstacles in the way of the 
interpolation^hypothesis. The question loses much of itd 
importance if the prima/acie impression is found to hold good 
that the Biblical text throughout the Book is consistent with 
itself and consistent also with that of Cjrprian. In that case, 
though the whole of the collection may not have been made 
by Cyprian himself, it would be made at least from Cyprian's 
Bible. If it should prove that there has been a deliberate 
enlargement of Book III, the same thiug on a smaller scale 
will probably have taken place in Book II, because whereas 
in all the other treatises the number of lines in the Cheltenham 
List is more or less considerably in excess of those in HarteFs 
edition, here the relation is inverted. 

Two spurious pieces are included in the Cheltenham List, 
De Laude Martyrii and Adversus Judaeos, The first of these 
very early found its way into the Cyprianic collections. It 
not only appeaars in the Cheltenham List, but is repeatedly 
quoted by Lucifer Calaritanus \ It is also partially extant 
in the oldest Cyprian MS. (S), and has a place in the great 
majority of the other MSS. There seems to be no good 
authority for the inscription 'To Moyses and Maximus' 
which is found in the older editions. The treatise is much 
rather, as Fell has pointed out, a sort of rhetorical exercise 
which implies the attention and even the applause of an in- 
terested audience. It does not look as if it had been written 
in the heat of persecution : it bears much more the impress 
of a time of peace : and if it were ever delivered at all, we 
should say that it was as an oration commemorating those 
who had suffered, like the Aoyoi ^irird^ioi of the Greeks. It 

^ See Hartel's Index to Lucifer, and HAmAck in Theol, Literaturzeitung, 
1886, col. 174. 
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resembles these in the generality of its language, and in the 
absence of names and particular allosions. Though not Cy- 
prianic, and probably later than Cyprian, it appears to be 
African in its origin. 

The treatise Against the Jews is of the same rhetorical and 
artificial character. It has not grown oat of real controversy^* 
It is not even an argument^ but rather a declamation. It con- 
sists in a magnifying of Christian privileges by contrasting 
Israel's loss with the Christian's gaiut This treatise does 
not rest on such good MS. authority as De Laude Mariyriu 
Its Biblical text and linguistic features seem peculiar and 
interesting. 

The process by which spurious works came to be included 
among the genuine is well illustrated by a statement which 
has a further significance for our present purpose. In his 
tract De Adulteratione Librorum Origenie, Bufinus of Aquileia, 
writing in the last years of the fourth century, complains 
that whereas the whole corpus of Cyprian's Epistles was 
collected into a single volume, certain heretics who were in 
the habit of blaspheming against the Holy Spirit, had cul- 
pably inserted among them the treatise of Tertullian [he 
should have said ' Novatian'] on the Trinity, and then had 
the interpolated volumes hawked about the streets of a large 
city like Constantinople at a cheap rate so as to induce people 
to buy them ^. We may accept the fact while reserving our 

^ On this characterifliic of much of the Anti-Jewiih literatare, see Harnack, 
T, u. U., I a. 63 ff. 

* The paasage is bo interesting from % vftriety of reasons that it may be 
well to give it in the original : Saneti Cypriani martyrU solet omne epittO' 
larwm corpus in uno oodice teribi. Suic corpori kaeretici quidam, qui in 
Spiritum Sanctum bleuphemani, Teriulliani libellum de Trinilate reprehen' 
tauter (quantum ad veritatem Jidei nostrae pcrtinel) aeripium iruerenteSf et 
quamplurimos codices de talibus exemplariis eonscribentes per totam Con- 
stantinopolin urhem maximam distrahi pretio riliori ficerunt ut exiguUate 
preUi homines Uledi ignotos et laientes dolos faeilius compararenty quo per 
hoc invenirent haeretici perfidiae suae fidem ianti viri auctoritate conquirere 
(Orig. Opp,f ed. Lommatzsoh, zzv. 595). Jerome replies to this that the 
work in question was not really Tertollian's, bat Novatian's : see Delarue's 
note. 
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own judgment as to the imputation of motive. Such impa* 
tations are continually being thrown out, and in nine cases 
out of ten where we can test them turn out to be groundless. 
It is however clear that other works were included in the same 
volume with those of Cyprian ; and if they were anonymous in 
the first instance they would soon come to pass by his name ^. 

Rufinus speaks of ' Epistles/ but he probably means by this 
the whole of Cyprian's works. The subscriptions in the MSS. 
frequently speak of the treatises as Epistolae. So Hartel's 
Corbie MS. (C), of the ninth century, at the end of Q,uod idola 
dii non sint. So the St. Gall MS. (&), also of the ninth cen« 
tury, at the end of De EccL Un, and De Morialitate; and so 
too the tenth-century MS. which we have called 0^ and the 
two twelfth-century MSS. which we have called 0^ and 0^. 
We may suspect that this use of epistola led to the substitu- 
tion of Ad Virgines for De Habitu Firffinum in the Cheltenham 
List : a point in which it agrees with 0^. 

For the rest, the Cheltenham List contains 28 out of 81 
letters which Mommsen has succeeded in identifying, and 
there are five others, according to his reckoning, which he 
has not identified. We will try what can be done with these 
presently. It may be asked, however, how it is that only 
one of the treatises should be missing (No. II, Quod idola^ 
etc.) and so large a number of Epistles ? The genuineness of 
the missing letters (which do not all profess to be written by 
Cyprian) is really well assured : but it must be remembered 
that it is a much easier thing to collect long compositions 
like the treatises than short and fugitive compositions like 
the letters. The MS. of the treatises Cyprian would keep 
at home and leave behind him ^ ; the letters would be dis- 

^ We may also note in passing (i) the great popularity of Cyprian's 
writingSi (a) the ready sale which Latin books find in Constantinople. Some 
of Cyprian's works were translated into Greek (see Pitra's Analecta, torn, iv), 
bat we can hardly suppose that this was the case with the whole corpus or 
with the work of Novatian. The language of Jerome implies that the 
Tolumes were i|i Latin. 

^ There is plenty of evidence to show that Cyprian, with the business-like 
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persed abroad, not onlj over the province of Africa, but Bome 
to Rome and even to Spain. No doubt Cyprian won a g^eat 
reputation even in his lifetime; and this reputation was 
greatly enhanced by his glorious death ; so that his letters 
would soon come to be enquired after and collected. Still 
the process would take time : it would proceed unequally in 
different regions : and partial collections would be put in cir- 
culation long before the whole body of Epistles was brought 
together in a single volume. The MSS. still bear many 
traces of this process. It will be instructfve to interrogate 
them upon the subject, as we may do by tabulating the con- 
tents of the different MSS. side by side with the Cheltenham 
List. The reader who wishes to know more about the 
different authorities enumerated may be referred to Hartel's 
Frefoce, and to the Appendix to Old-Latin Texts^ Part II. It 
will be enough for the present purpose if he will take the 
letters used to designate the MSS. as so many symbols, to 
which however, as b, prima facie indication of value, the cen- 
tury to which they belong has been appended. For conveni- 
ence of use the numbering of the Epistles by Bigault and 

habits whlcli wAre characieristio of him, had copies made of his own. letters, 
which he must have kept by him at least for a time. Thus in Sp. 20 we find 
him in self-defence sending to Rome copies of the letters (13 in nomber) 
which he had written to the clergy and confessors at Carthage; in like 
manner in Ep. 35 he speaks of a transcript of five letters which he had sent to 
Caldonius : and besides this, he frequently refers to copies of his letters which 
he begs his correspondents either to disseminate themselves or give others 
the opportunity of disseminating. But there is good reason to think that the 
letters were not first collected from the azxshives of the Church at Carthage. 
The great diversities of order and the varying length of the collections are 
against this ; and it is noticeable that the letters which relate to the domestic 
affairs of the Church of Carthage are just those which found their way into 
the coUections most sparingly. The letters to Cornelius, for instance, are found 
in aU the great collections, and nearly the same is true of the letters to the 
Spanish Churches, but the controversy about the lapsed is very poorly repre- 
sented. We should like much to know what became of the thirteen letters of 
which copies were sent to Bome. Are they the original source of any of our 
extant texts ? The archetype of TM Q is, I think, the only collection which 
contains as many as thirteen letters written before Ep. 20 to which the de- 
scription would apply: next to it comes the V groups which was certainly 
not written in Africa, and probably in Italy. 
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Balaze is given, as well as that of Fell and Hartel. And to 
facilitate the enqairy how fiur the chronology of the letters 
may have influenced their order in the collections, a chrono- 
logical list is also given based upon the careful researches of 
Otto Ritschl^ which supplement Pearson's Annates Cypri^ 
anici. I anticipate a little by supplying conjecturally the 
letters not yet identified in the Cheltenham List. 

The suggestiveness of these lists is evident enough ; but 
at the same time they are of course only suggestive : the 
hints which they* supply will need to be worked out before 
they can lead to any assured conclusions. My hope is that 
they may serve as finger-posts to future critics of Cyprian^ 
and in particular to one of my fellow contributors to these 
volumes — and point out directions in which enquiry is likely 
to be fruitful. To a certain extent the indications which 
they give have already received a certain amount of rough 
verification. We may see^ for instance, at once that the order 
in the MS, O2 is in the Epistles identical with« and in the 
Treatises not £Eur removed from, that of ^ : in other words, a 
MS. here in the heart of Oxford corresponds almost exactly 
to one that has lain for some two centuries on the shelves of 
the Vatican ^. The presumption thus raised is borne out : 
the texts of the two MSS. certainly resemble each other, 
though precisely to what extent they do so has still to be 
determined. In like manner the list of contents alone shows 
that the Lincoln MS. (^), written in Florence for the famous 
bookseller Vespasian, corresponds within one or two points 
with the Bamberg MS. [B), The texts here again are found 
to be closely related. And this is the more interesting be- 
cause the Bamberg MS. stands rather by itself, and is, at least 
in parts, of considerable importance. Then, further, we may see 

* Cyprian von KarthagOy G^ottingen, 1885 ; oomp. De EpistulU Cyprianieis 
Dissertaiio Theologica, Halis Sazonum, 1885. 

' The MS. in question belonged to the libraiy of ChristinA Queen of 
Sweden, and appears to have been previously in the possession of Peter 
Daniel of Orleans (t 1605) : see Beiffersoheid, Biblioth. Ital., i. 337 compared 
with 349. 
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/ r,v/ af^Ae Cattanicai Book, 

TUTQ O 18 related to the Sorbonne MS. 
^ 1 *i»of oar jM*3>. ^s * 

Bt m glance tbBt o ^^^ ^^^ estimated. 

The listB even gire ^ *^« P^^^' ^^ prediction. The MS. 0, 
belong to the oldest part of the Bodleian collection, having 
been presented to the Library in i6io, and its contents have 
sever been exactly catalogaed. There is however a partial 
index at the beginning in a hand contemporary with the 
HS. It appeared from this that, although there was consi- 
derable prima facie resemblance to the New College MS. O5, 
there were still some ten or twelve points of difference. On 
examination it tamed oat that almost every one of these 
arose either from a mistake in the catalogoing of the New 
College MS. or from an omission in the index of the MS. in 
the Bodleian. In this connexion too it may be mentioned 
that the text of the Testimonia in the small New College MS. 
^2) though of the fifteenth century, closely resembles that 
of Cod. Sessorianus (A) which is of the eight or ninth. 
The text of A was followed by Hartel in his edition, and 
though it is faulty as representing what Cyprian actually 
wrote, it is yet both remarkable in itself and unique among 
the MSS. hitherto examined. As J is extant only in the 
Testimonial we may look to find a substitute for it in the New 
College MS. for the other treatises. The lateness of the MS. 
(which seems however to be correctly written) would be abun- 
dantly counterbalanced if it should really add a new family to 
those already recognised. 

All these observations lie much upon the surfiuse. But 
what we want to do is to get below the surface : we want 
to find the order of the archetypes of the different groups ; 
and then to work back from these to the archetypes of the 
archetypes, and to see how near they will bring us to Cyprian 
himself. 

Whether its exact date be 359 or not, in any case the 
Cheltenham List bears tangible marks of a greater antiquity 
than any of the MSS. We begin therefore with it ; and it 
must be confessed that so &r as the Treatises are concerned — 
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not as we sball see for the Epistles — ^the results are rather 
disappointing. Only at the beginning and end does its order 
agree with that of any of the other documents. It is clear, 
however, that the order I, lY, YI, which we find running 
through so many of our MSS., was an order that had been 
fixed at the time when the List was drawn up — we shall not 
be wrong in saying practically within a century of Cyprian's 
death. The order of the Te^timonia coming immediately before 
the Epistles — it is introduced by an epistle (in the strictest 
sense) and is addressed to an individual — and that of the 
Sententiae Epi^coporum or minutes of the Council of Carthage 
coming in the midst of them had also been established. The 
Council indeed comes in its proper historical place among the 
letters which bear on the controversy as to Rebaptism with 
which it deals. The two ends of the Cheltenham List thus 
present us with fixed types of order that are largely repre- 
sented in our MSS. ; but the order of the eight intermediate 
treatises agrees with that of none of the MSS. Even if we 
break it up into the smallest possible fractions, there are only 
the two pairs, XI, X, which has a parallel in W, and VIII, 
XII, which occurs again in the group CBV. 

Another list which is also disappointing is that of the last'^ 
mentioned group CRF itself. The Verona MS. (F) is an 
eccentric but valuable authority which was used for the 
Aldine edition of 1563 by Latino Latini, the scholar to whom 
it was entrusted. Latini, who shows a very good spirit of 
criticism, was greatly impressed by the age of the MS., which 
he believed to be not less than a thousand years old. He 
complains bitterly of the way in which the printers tampered 
with his text, substituting Vulgate readings for those of the 
MSS. ; and he refused to let his name appear in the edition. 
Soon after this the MS. was presented by the canons of 
Verona to Cardinal Borromeo, and &om that time has been 
lost sight of. Fortunately Latini had made notes of his col- 
lation of the MS., many of which are preserved in the margin 
of an Aldine copy at Gottingen, and in other copies used by 

VOL. III. u 
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Riganlt, Baluze, and in the Oxford edition ^. Partly from 
these sources, which he has tracked with great care, and partly 
from the allied MSS. C and B. (both of the ninth centoiy), 
Haxtel has gone far to recover the text of the MS., which he 
attributes conjecturally to the seventh century. In the order 
of the Treatises Y maintains its character for eccentricity. It 
has, however, the common beginning I, FV, the triplet V, 

VII, VIII, which is very widely spread, and the pair of which 
we have just spoken as agreeing with the Cheltenham List, 

VIII, XII. 

In these two instances our tabulation has not carried ns 
very far ; but when we turn to the other MSS. much longer 
vistas seem to be opened. Notably is this the case with 
Cod. Seguierianus (S). This is Hartel's leading MS., and the 
oldest MS. (sixth century) extant for the Treatises, so that its 
affinities are of especial importance. We have only to look 
at the Tables to see how far-reaching those affinities are. 
They suggest welcome conclusions as to the value of our own 
Oxford MSS. The MS. is much mutilated, so that the <K)in- 
cidences with 0^^ which are striking enough as it is, might 
have been even more striking if the MS. had been complete. 
0^ and O5, again, are very closely allied ; and I have pointed 
out elsewhere the interest which attaches to portions at least 
of the text of these MSS. ^ ^ also joins the group ; and W 
is another MS. which is by no means devoid of interest. 

After 8 comes the archetype of a laige number of MSS., 
MQ,EI^ and among them our MS, d, as well as in a more 
qualified sense of TZ. This archetype Hartel assigns to the 
eighth century, and it too has many affinities which will be 
worth examining. The ultimate descent of this group from 
an archetype which is also the archetype of 4$ is the salient 
fact about it. 

Other groups now come into view. Chief among these is 
that which includes the Lauresham MS. (Z). In some ports 

* Hartel, Fraef,^ pp. ix.-xiv. 

' Old'LaHn TexU, Part ii. p. 1 29 f. 
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at least L is one of the very best MSS. we have. In the 
Testimonia it is our ndlying-point, and as a roogh test of other 
MSS. it may be said that they are good in proportion as they 
agree with L\ L itself is of the ninth century; so is its 
fellow MS. P ; and the third in the group, N, is of the tenth. 
Now some of our Oxford MSS. have a marked resemblance in 
the text of the Testimonia to L — conspicuously 0^ and O3. 
Both are MSS. that I have no doubt well deserve exploring. 
Sut O3 agrees in order closely with By and so brings H into 
the vortex, if we may say so, of the good texts. Oj has a 
rather peculiar order which coincides at the outset -with P. 
In the middle P branches off into what one may call the 
main line of tradition — the line oi 8 O^W and the like. It 
is unfortunate that for all these earlier treatises L itself is not 
extant. That leaves a number of problems to be solved. Is 
the line of L continued in P, in O^y or in 0^ and Hf This 
line may not prove of equal value to* i/, but it should at least 
be tested. 

Last but not least in this part of our enquiiry comes the 
B group, which here in Oxford is represented by the Lincoln 
MS. (/). B is itself of the eleventh century. It has affinities 
on the one hand with J7, on the other hand with MQy and 
I have found it coincide in important readings with V\ so 
that on all sides it is in touch with good and ancient texts. 
It may be mixed, as Hartel says; but there are good in- 
gredients in the mixture. 

It is of course true that in any or all of these cases the 
affinity of order is only of importance so far as it goes along 
with an affinity of text, and when that affinity of text has 
been proved the later document may be only a more corrupt 
reproduction of the earlier. But the value of these relations 
of order is that they put us upon the track of other relations 
which were in some cases quite unsuspected ; and they are 

^ Old-Latin BtbUcal Texts, li. p. Ixit: the same condoaion had been 
airiyed at independently bj Dombart in the essay on Oommodlan previously 
mentioned (Z.f. wiss, Theol, 1879, P* 3^3)- 

V 2 
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especially welcome when they suggest a means of supplement- 
ing the defects of primary MSS. 

Before going on to discuss the various amngements of the 
Epistles, it may be convenient to have before us a list of these 
with a brief indication of their subjects, so as to enable us to 
see how fiur the grouping has been determined by similarity 
of subject-matter. For this purpose a few simple headings 
are chosen (' lapsed/ ' Novatian/ ' heretical baptism/ and the 
like), without entering into the details and phases of contro- 
versy : it should be understood that ' martyrdom ' is taken in 
a wide sense so as to include ' confession/ Letters written by 
other persons than Cyprian are printed in italics ; but the 
synodical letters are not thus distinguished, as they are pro- 
bably Cyprian's composition. 



The Epistles. 



Address. 



■•■ •■• •■) 



• •■ •■■ ■•! 



• •• ••• ••• 



No. 

1. People of Fami 

2. Eucratius 

3. Rog^tiuiuB 

4. Pomponiui 

5. Clergy of Carthiige 

6. Confessors at Carthage ... 

7. Clergy of Carthage 

8. Rwnan Clergy to Car- 

ihage 

9. Cyprian*! Reply 

10. Martyrs and Confessors 

11. Clergy of Carthage 

la. The same 

13. Martyrs and Confessors 

1 4. Clergy of Carthage 

15. Martyrs and Confessors../ 

16. Clergy of Carthage... 

17. Laity of Carthage... 

18. Clergy of Carthage... 

19. The same... 
ao. Roman Clergy 



Bnl^eot 
olerioal guardian .. 

■Wwvr ... ... 

refiraotory deacon .. 
yirgins 

•■• ••• ••• ••• et 



poor 



••• *. • 



retirement of Cypzian 

... a.t ••• »» » ••• 

martyrdom of Map- 1 
palicns ) 



•*• «•• ••. 



*•• «•• •••i 



. ■ • • . • 



prayer 

care of martyrs 

Scare of poor and con- 
fessors 



lapseQ ... ... ..a 



explanations 



Srcx^t. 



40 



140 

190 
7a 



Lines in 
Hartel's 
Edition. 



35 



118 

159 
46 



70 



59 
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No. Address. Subjeot 

ai. Celerinus to Lucianui 

32. LudaMts to CeUrinui ... ) ^^ 

33. GonfesBora to Cyprian ... J **!*•" 

24, Caldonuts to Cyprian ... sacrificati 

35. Ojprian's Reply 

a6. Clergy of Carthage ... \ , ^- 

27. Roman Clergy | lapsed 

28. Moyses Maximu. andi^^j^^ 

other Roman ConfeBSors ) 

»9. Clergy of Cartluge j •PP»i«to»tofr«der | 

t and snb-deaoon ... i 



«•* ••• •.< 



30. jRoman Clergy to Cypritm lapsed 

3 1 . Jteply of MoytUy tic, . . . martyrdom and lapsed 

3J. Clergy of C.rthi«» ... \ ^^^ of oorreepond- ) 

( ence ) 

J3* 00 InpBUU ««( ... ... ... ... ,,, ,,, ... 

34. Clergy of Carthage ...» 

35. Roman aergy ... { **^~ 

3<5. Reply of Roman CUrffy 

37. Moyses, Maximus, etc.... martyrdom 

38. Clergy and people of | .^^^^ ^^^^^ 

Carthage ) 

39. The same appointment of reader 

40. Thewme (.ppointmentofpre.-) 

I byter i 

41. Caldonius and 4 others Felidssimiu ... ... 

42. Reply of Caldonius and \ 

4 others ) 

43. People of Carthage ... Felidssunus 

44. Cornelius ^ 

45. Cornelius 

46. Mazimns and Roman Con- 

XCDoViO »•■ ttt* #■• t«* 

47. Cornelius to Cyprian ...f NoYatian... 

48. Cornelius 

49. ComeUue to Cyprian ... 

50. The same 

51. Cornelius 

52. Cornelius Koyatua ... 

53. Maximus and 3 others to 

Cyprian ... ».• ... 

54. Maximus and 3 othen ... 

55. Antoniaaua 



Lines in 

Xi^xM. Hartel'S 

BditioD. 



70 



/ 



• ••• 



[Nine 
letters to 
ComeUoa: 

1 1 08] 



... • • • 



Novatian... 



• • • ■ • • 



sse ••• ••• ••• ••• 



56. Fortnnatus and 5 othen \ 

57. 42 African Bishops to > lapsed 

Comelins ... ••• ••• I 



*•* ••• ••• 



••• 



53 



120 


86 


54 


44 


100 


92 


30 


35 



650 560 
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Iiiiieain 
No. Address. Bubjeot. St^xM' Hartel's 

Edifeioo. 

58. People of ThibftriB mArtyrdom 

59. Oomelius ... Felioisumas 

60. CorneUus } martyrdom 

01. Lucias ) 

62. Numidian Bishops I redemptioii of cap- 

J tirea 



••• ••• ••• 



65. CaedHuB sacrament of the cup 450 375 

64. African Synod to Fidus' baptism of infiuits 106 97 

65. BpictotB. «.d Laity of K p^ y^^ 

Assarae ... ) 

66. Florentins Puppianus ... personal calnmniee -307 194 

67. 37 African Bishops to\ 

Felix and people of 

Legio and Asturioa, )- lapsed bishops ... 350 aia 

Aelius and people of I 

Emerita / 

68. Stephen ... ,.. Marciaans of Arlee 

69. Magnns ,,. ... 

70. 31 African Bishope to 



■ • • t • I 



»•• ••■ ••• 



••• ••• ••■ 



■•• ••• ••• 



I heretical baptism 



>•■ at* ••• •■ •■• 



*•• ••• •■• •■• ■•• 



Januaiius and 1 7 others 

71. Qointus 

72. Stephen 

73. Jubaianus 

74. PompeiuB 

75. FWmilianio Cyprian ...j 

76. Nemesianns and 8 other 

Bishops with clergy in 
the mines ... 

77. Heply ofNtrnwUtnuB and 

3 (Ahert 

78. Reply from Lucius and V " \^^^" 

others ... ... ... ... 

79. Beply from Felix and 2 
other 



> persecution of Va- 



80. SuccessuB 



ther Bishops with I 
fisr^y ... ... ... ■••1 



284 388 

100 83 



550 470 

290 250 



••• ••• ••« 



81. Clergy and people of) his own approaching 
Carthage ) martyrdom 

In Older to put some limit to the number of points which 
are raised by the tabulated lists, I will confine myself pri- 
marily to the Cheltenham MS., and only touch incidentally 
upon the others. The grouping of the letters in the Chel- 
tenham List is partly obvious and partly comes out on a very 
little examination. 
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First we have a group addressed to Cornelius, bishop of 
Borne. .These it is clear had been so long collected together 
and were so habitually circulated under the same cover that 
the single letters are not indicated, but they ai*e reckoned in 
the mass Ad Comelium FIIII^ with 1108 arlxoi* If we look 
at the order in the MSS. we shall see that in TO2 there is 
a group of eight letters beginning with 60 and ending with 
51 : in the archetyjw o{ MQ, etc,, and in that of 0^ 0^ there 
is the same group in the same order. In £1 there is the 
same group in a slightly different order, 60 and 57 being re- 
moved from the top to the bottom. In C RVy which it will 
be remembered carry us back to the seventh century, and in 
H)3 there are only seven letters, 51 being omitted. In the 
L fiunily the group is curiously broken up, only four of the 
letters remaining together, 47, 45, 48, 44, with 57 and 59 at 
no great distance, and 51, 52 scattered among the other 
letters. It will be observed, however, that this small collec- 
tion includes one letter, No. 48, which does not appear in any 
other of the principal lists ^« It is a letter of Cyprian to 
Cornelius, and is no doubt rightly inserted by Mommsen in 
this group. On the other hand, Mommsen omits the letter 
from the African Synod to Cornelius (No. ^y)^ which is found 
in all the other lists. We note that C R V make up for 
their omission of 48 and 51 by appending to the letters of 
Cyprian to Cornelius the two from Cornelius to Cyprian 
(Nos. 49, 50), which have got separated from their proper 
connexion in the other MSS« I say separated from their proper 
connexion, though TO^ have found for them a connexion 

^ This IB undoubtedly the reading of the MS., and not yiii, as Monunsen 
had in hii notes (see aboTe, p. 225). It is howeyer of course possible that the 
archetype may haye had vm: and the number of arixot assigned to the 
group perhaps suggests that it had. 

* But is there not some omission or mistake t Hartel does not giye the 
letter in the table of contents of C and jS (p. 1), and yet he quotes both 
C and V in the Apparahu to the letter (both it is true only once). In Z 
the letter is actually designated viiii. I do not quite reconcile what Hartel 
says about the agreement of Z and F (p. xIti) with the place of Z in the 
genealogy (p. xlyiii). 
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which IB nearly 88 good — ^that of the oorrespondence between 
Rome and Carthage, "Epp. 8, 35, 36. Epp. 49 and 50 are 
only separated from these by Ep. 33 addressed by Cyprian 
to the lapsed of his own Church. 

Among the MSS. which contain the group is the sixth- 
oentnry Bobbio MS. F. This MS., at best a fragment, is 
subdivided into two still smaller fragments, one in the Am- 
brosian library at Milan, and the other at Torin. In the 
Ambrosian portion letters 47, 45, 41 ture numbered respectiTcly 
xxxyii, xxxviii, zxxix in a hand of the fifteenth century : in 
the Turin portion, letters i, 46, 56, 20, 30 are numbered 
xliv, xlv, xlviii (three times repeated for xlvi, xlvii, xlriii) in 
the same hand as the text of the MS. Clearly the MS. was 
still entire when the more recent hand supplied certain missing 
numbers. It is probable that it contained before the point 
at which the Ambrosian fragment begins at least the two 
collections of which we are about to speak. 

Next in distinctness to the Cornelian group is another 
which stands near the head of the Cheltenham List : 10, 28, 
yi> ii> 3S) 39* ^^8 ^ found in nearly all the families, in- 
cluding the lost seventh-century MS. F", the eighth-century 
archetype of Jf Q, etc., and the archetype (which is probably 
older than the eighth century) of L NP. It may be traced 
back even further than this, because besides its presence in 
the Cheltenham List a portion of it at least {Epp, iO| 28, 37 
— in this order) appears to have been used by Lucifer of Cag- 
liari ^. We may infer that the collection was already made 
within a century of Cyprian's death. It has also another 
claim upon our attention besides its antiquity. The two 
oldest members of the MQ family have a subscription at the 
end of Epp. 28, 37, Embndavit Jubtinus Bomae ^ ; and there 
is a similar subscription at the end of Ep. 39, except that 
Bomae is omitted. As Ep, 39 closes the group, while Epp. 

^ See H«rtel*s Index to Luoifer and Hamaok in Theol, LiUratu/ruitunff, 
1886, ool. 174. 
* Hartel, p. xIt. 
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28, 37 occur high up in it, it is £Bkir to suppoee that the sub- 
scription coveiB the whole group of six Epistles, from 10 to 
39. It probablj also included at least 6, 58, as the series 6, 
58, 10, 28, 37 all have a common subject — martyrdom. The 
spurious treatise Be Laude Martyrii is also associated with 
them. It is a matter of speculation at what point in the 
history of the group Justin's recension took place. Most of 
the famous recensions the authors of which can be identified, 
such as the Nicomachean recension of the First Decade of 
Liyy, Niceus' recension of Juvenal, the Asterian recension of 
Virgil, and the Mavortian of Ovid, range between the end of 
the fourth and the middle of the sixth centuries : and we shall 
probably not be wrong in assigning those limits to the date 
of Justin. Scholarship in all its forms declined rapidly 
during the sixth century. 

The two letters 55 and 63 which precede those of Justin's 
recension are both more of the length and character of trea- 
tises, and were apparently regarded as such, though, as I have 
said, in ancient times the distinction between treatises and 
epistles does not seem to have been observed. They stand 
in a sort of near but loose connexion with the Justin group. 

The letters 73, 71, 74, 69, and the records of the Cartha- 
ginian Council, all belong to the controversy on heretical 
baptism. With these was naturally joined Ep. 64, to Fidus, 
on the baptism of in£Eints (Fidus wanted to defer baptism till 
the eighth day, after the precedent of circumcision). Ej). 6y 
which goes with the same group both in the Cheltenham List 
and elsewhere, is the letter from an African Synod to the 
Churches of Astorga, Leon,^ and Merida in Spain, about the 
deposition of the bishops Basilides and Martialis. Why this 
letter, and also Ep, 2, about the actor who continued to prac- 
tise his calling as a Christian, should be joined to the group 
is not very apparent; but the connexion exists in nearly 
all the MSS. It may be that the common idea running 
through the group is that of * disabilities ;' or the conjunc- 
tion may be due to the local circumstances under which the 
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collection was made. It seems probable that this collection 
at least was put together in Africa. Otherwise it would 
hardly have contained the Senientiae Epucoporum. The re- 
solutions of the Council would naturally be forwarded to other 
Churches, but not its minutes. But there was considerable 
intercourse between Spain and Africa. Juvencus used an 
Afiican text. 

There remain six letters, 40, 66, 12, 32, 20, 30. Of these, 
40 and 66 are connected in the archetype of the MQ family, 
preserved in M. There is no clear connexion of subject between 
them : 40 deals with the ordination of Numidicus, 66— an 
epistle of much dignity and severity — ^is addressed to the re- 
calcitrant confessor, Florentius. The other letters, 1 2, 32, 20, 
30, are combined besides not only in the later MSS. £)3, but 
also in the important sixth-century MS. F, They appear to 
be the nucleus of a small collection of correspondence with the 
Church at Bome. 

Just in this portion of the Cheltenham List we are in the 
presence, not of larger aggregations, but of smaller fractions 
of correspondence, which circulated rather as the waifs and 
strays of the collection, yet with a tendency to cohere. 

We may pause to draw out summarily these four collec- 
tions. 

) denotes an insertion in the MS. in question not found in 
most other MSS. 

[ ] denote a displacement, the letter occurring in the MS. 
but in another connexion. When the displacement 
occurs within the group the insertion only is noticed. 
A bracket enclosing several numbers shows that they 
occur together and that their relative order is pre- 
served. 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 



299 



n 



.a 
n 



ft 



i 

O 

I 



3 

I 



»4 

o 

I 

o 

.d 



5 a 



•S 

H 






«H 


«0 40 "«♦■ 


»o 


A 








i 

^ 


*>• o\ « «^ 

A 


to 


? 


A 


fO 

to 1^ 

A 


to OS to 

to VO vo 

A A 


• 


vo ^ »n »o "^ 

•—I 1 1 


to 


•%■ % 








CO 


1 

CO iO 

'^ so 






6 




•0 


t 3. 






1 1 

CO to 




A^ o\ « *>- 


to 


? 3. 




CO 


CO to 

'^ so 


Ind. Ghdton. 

[order 
unoertain.] 




to 


00 ^ M 

'^ ^ »o 


• 






4 


00 m SO 

A 


00 


CO M 


00 
CO 


OS 
CO 






r— 1 
»0 CO VO 

A 


00 


^« M 

A 


00 0\ 00 
CO ro to 




4 

») 


to 


00 


CO M 


00 
CO 


OS 00 
CO to 




4 


to ro SO 00 
to so to M 

A 


00 


CO M 


00 
CO 


o\ 

CO 




• 


CO VO »0 

so to »H 

A 


00 


CO »-i 


00 
CO 


OS 00 
CO to 




so 

A 


• 

1 
1 


*0 ro 
*0 so »-• 


00 


CO »:• 


00 
CO 


OS 

CO 





3cx> The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books ^ 





is. 



o 



S 



O 
O 

I 
1-9 



. • 






^ 


NH 


M VO 


NO 


'^ 


o o 




fc< 


1 






VO 


^ 


»o 


to 


M CO 


CO 














r— 1 












NO 


^ ** ji A 


M M 


^ 


VO 


'^ 


n O M O 




^ 




NO 


-« ^ ^ 


VO 


^ 


U) 


•o 


CO «. H* CO 




flQ 






A A 




I—I 


i_j 




1— J 1— 1 i-j 




ft! 




NO 


'♦' CO 


n M 


M O 


NO 


"^ 


o o 


^4 




VO 




ro VO 


'^ 


«o 


*ti 


C« CO 


CO 






(— ^ 


j—y 




1 




(—1 


1 \ r" 


— , 






Sf> 


O -^ VO fO 


n M M 


VO 


VO 


"^ 


n O v« O 


VK 


t^ 




VO 


"* »o 


t>. VO 


t 


U) 


»o 


CO « w «0 


CO 






1— 1 


U_i 


1 


1 




l_-J 




— ^ 






J_ 


_, 






1— 1 






r— 1 


:« 




NO 


o 


M H4 


VO 


NO 


^ 


e« O c« 


•H 




VO 


55- 


VO 


'^ 


to 


»o 


ro <« H4 


CO 




















1— 1 










1— 1 1 




1—1 










(i4 


^ 


O "^ 


M PH »H 


VO 


M VO 


•^ 


M O M O 




>j 


^^ 


'^ 


*- ^ ^ 


r 


I—I 


•o 


eO w ^>< CO 






A 










A 








• 

1 




















*s 


o 


NO 










<« 


no O 




e 


>i- 


VO 










M 


«o « «o 






A 


















•s 




















4 


VO 




o >e >o 






o 


'^ 


c« 




t>» 




t« M M 






'^ 


VO 






u 


A 




A A 






A 








^ 




rra 


►H O fO 


VO '♦' 


o\ 


o 


«^ "^ 


M 






l>i 


»^ !>. VO 


*>. t^ 


VO 


•^ 


VO O 






a: 






A 


A 




A 








• 




ro 


M O ^ 


w '^ 


Ov 




^ 


« 






1^ 


^ »- X 


*^ *>• 


VO 




NO 






B) 








A 














>o 


rO 


« o > 


'^ 


ON 




.^ :!■ 


c« 




«N. 


«>• 


^ *- s 


lv> 


VO 




VO VO 






•^ 


A 


















1 




fO 


•H O ^ 


'Ij- M 


'««- ON 




«N. 


C« NO 




•d 




*^ 


*- *- s 


*^ *>. 


VO <o 




VO 


*>* 










A 


A 






A 




S 




















»-^ 





















and of the Writings of Cyprian, 301 

And now we ask, what is the bearing of these groupings 
on the criticism of Cyprian's works? We torn to the letters 
which have not been identified by Mommsen: provisional 
identifications have been proposed for these, bat they need to 
be explained rather more in detail. The first that meets ns is 
No. 21 on the list (p. 224 above), Aurelio lectori pro ordinato. 
This follows Ep, 38, and itfc followed immediately hjEp. 39. 
In other words, it comes in the middle of a group, the recen- 
sion of Justin, where none of the MSS. have any letter at all. 
Is it a lost letter ? It may be, but I doubt it. I suspect that 
Nos. 20, 21 were originally a single title, which in the course 
of transcription has got broken in two. I suspect that the 
title originally ran : Adclerum [probably without et plebent^ for 
it seems to be the custom of the list to omit this addition ; 
cf. No. 39=^. %6\pro Aurelio lectore ordinato. This merely 
involves the displacement oipro^ for which there are parallels 
enough in the scribe's note containing the date and the 
account of the stichometry, and the change of lectori into 
lectore. The use of pro instead of de of the MSS. would be 
appropriate, because the letter is commendatory of Aurelius. 
There is however some difficulty about the orixoi assigned to 
this imaginary letter. It is not clear where the number CXL 
came from, unless it was from the next letter but one, CXC 
above. 

The next of the unidentified letters would be Nos. 25, 26. 
Here again we have two letters where there ought to be only 
one. No. 70, as in the LNP collection. And again I am 
tempted to ask whether we have not in these two supposed 
letters Ep. 70 in disguise. Mommsen thinks that the title of 
No. 25 stands for Adae et presbyteris XIII numero, while in 
No. 26 the number of the ^ co-addressees ' (if the English lan- 
guage will admit such a word) has dropped out before n. But 
that, if I am not mistaken, gives a wrong order : the regular 
phrase is not XIII n but n XIIL Besides, there is no such 
person anywhere else in Cyprian's correspondence as Adam. 
That is of course not conclusive. But putting it together 
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with the fact that we ought from the MSS. to have one letter 
here and one only, I would take leave to conjecture that we 
have again a single letter split in two. The title would then 
be Ad preshyteros numero XVIII presbyteri numero XXX (for 
XXXI?). The ambiguity as to case of the contraction prb was 
a fiiiitful source of confusion. 

Of the two remaining gaps, at Nos. ag and 34, 1 should 
have little hesitation in filling the first with Ep. 72. Both 
the address AdStephanum and the number of urlxoi would agree 
well (100 as compared with 79 lines of HarteFs text). And 
the letter certainly belongs to this group, in which it appears 
with no more inversion of position than is found several times 
elsewhere in J5, though it has travelled into another and less 
suitable connexion (Collection D) in L TH, The other, No. 34, 
we might be disposed to identify with Ep. *j6 (To Nemesianus, 
Felix, Lucius, etc. in the Mines) ; but in that case the num- 
ber of arlyoi must have been largely corrupted. In the 
address of the preceding letter {Luci ad JSucratium) Luci ap- 
pears out of place. There is no mention of Lucius in Ep. 2. 
But Lucius is found with Felix in the address of Ep. 76 ; 
so that it may be right to bring down Luci\o\ into the next 
line, making the title run Felici Lucia or Lucio Pelici et ceteris. 
The place of this letter would be somewhat peculiar. Only in 
one list, that of T, does it come where it ought, along with 
Epp. 77, 78, 79 : it is more often found at the head of the 
group on Bebaptism. If the identification just suggested is 
right, the Cheltenham List would have it at the foot instead 
of at the head. But I am not altogether satisfied about this 
letter. 

It may be weU to set side by side the text of the MSS. 
with the corrections proposed in it. 
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TkXT Of THS CHBLTBNHAM MS., WITH 

m0mvsen*8 kumbbbino of thb 
Works op Gtpbiai^. 



! 



19. de precando deum CXC. 

20. ad clerum LIIII, 

21. Aurelio lectori pro ordinato 

CXL. » 

25. Adeprh XIII. n, XXX. 

26. Adeprh n. CXX, 



29. a<2 Stephanum C. 

33. I/uci ad Extcratium XL. 

34. Fetid et ceteris XX. 

35. cftf Numidia eo%f. XXX. 



Thb samx cobbected and idsntifibd 
WITH Epistles as kumbxred ik 
Habtel*s Edition. 

Ep. w. de precando deum CXC. 
Ep. 38. ad clerum pro Aurelio leciore 
ordinato LIIII. 

Ep. 70. ad pfb n. XVIIIprb n. XXX 
CXX{ = adpreshyteroB numero 
XVIII preehyteri numero 
XXX [verewf] CXX). 

Ep. J 2. ad Stephanum C. 

Ep. 2. ad Sueratium XL. 

Ep. 76. Felici Luci{p'] et ceteris CC ? 

Ep. 40. deNtmidieoconfetsoreXXX. 



In regard to the stiehometry, it is hopeless to expect exact 
results with no means of checking the single items such as 
we possess in the case of the Biblical stichometries. The 
results which I obtain, however, are rather nearer the total in 
the MS. than Dr. Mommsen's. The MS. total is 18,500 
oTixoi for all the works enumerated. I make the single items 
amount in all to 16,456. But no figures are given for the 
treatise Be Dominica Oratiane, which occupies 719 lines in 
Hartel's edition. The proportion of (ttCxol to Hartel's lines 
I make to be for the 35 safely identified treatises and letters 
(without the Testimonia\ roughly speaking, 6 : 5. For the 
treatises alone the proportion is higher : for the first ten it 
appears to be approximately 16 : 13. This is reckoned upon 
the basis of the estimates given by Mommsen (p. 155 f.). We 
may allow therefore some 880 (rrlypi for the missing treatise. 
This gives a grand total of i7»336, which might be taken to 
favour the view that I had dropped out from the number 
assigned to Book III of the Testimania, It would however 
be as easy to suppose that I had been repeated by mistake in 
the total XVIII D. 
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APPENDIX^ 



[C. H. Turner.] 

I. The Old Testament Stichometrt. 

Taking as a starting-point the quotation from the Apocalypse 
(iv. ii) which immediately follows the list of Old Testament 
books — ^ Sed ut in Apocalypsis Johannis dictum est : " yidi XXIHI 
seniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum*," msdores nostri 
probant hos libros esse canonicos et hoc dixisse seniores' — ^it is 
an obyious conclusion that the Books of the Old Testament are 
reckoned at 24 ^ This being so, it is natural to ask how the 
number is obtained; and I can only succeed in securing exactly 
this total by the following calculation : the Books of the Hepta- 
teuch, 7 ; Ruth and Kings, 5 ; Chronicles, 2 ; Maccabees, 2 ; Job, 
Tobit, Esther, Judith, Psalms, i each; altogether 21, leaving for 
Solomon, i ; for the Major Prophets, i ; for the Minor Prophets, 1. 

For the treatment of the Books of Solomon, as in some sense a 
unit, a parallel may be found in the method of quotation employed 
in Cyprian's Testimonia. The phrase in sajnentia Salomonis 
introduces texts from both Proverbs and Wisdom; with item 

^ Dr. Sanday has kindly aaked me to add to his paper some notes on tke 
stichomeiry, and more particularly on that of St. Gyprian*B works. — C. H. T. 

' A further argument, if one were needed, for the African origin of our 
document, might be drawn from the form of the text. MUtentet is a ooind- 
denoe with Primasius against all other authorities ; thronum, too, excludes at 
least the Italian text of St. Ambrose, &c., which seems to use sedet invariably 
for 0p6yos, 

I feel BO much difficulty in understanding seniores in two different senses 
in successive lines (cf. sup. p. 237), that I venture to suggest tentatively the 
translation, ' Our predecessors approve that these books are canonical, and that 
this is what ** the elders *' (of the Apocalypse) meant,* i.e. what is meant by 
34 * elders ' is an equal number of canonical books. 

' It is a curious coincidence that the Books of the New Testament, as the 
text stands at present, amount to the same number : 4 Gospels, 1 3 Epistles of 
St. Paul, Acts, Apocalypse, 3 Epistles of St. John, a of St. Peter. 
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iUic he passes from Proverbs to Ecclesiasticns, from Proverbs to 
Wisdom, or from Proverbs to Ecclesiastes ; with aj^ eimdem 
from Wisdom to Proverbs, from Ecclesiastes to Ecclesiasticus. 
There need be no hesitation in accepting the inference that if the 
four Books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Wisdom, and Ecclesiasticus, 
were treated as one by the great African writer of the third 
century, the same phenomenon is not unnatural in any African 
writer of the fourth. 

But one of the Books of Solomon is entirely unrepresented in 
the quotations of the Testimonia. Canticles are only quoted by 
Cyprian three times {De Eccl. Unit. § 4 ; Ep, Ixix. § 2 ; Ef, Ixxiv. 
§11), and in each case by the title In Cantico Canticorum, But 
if the book is not to be included under the general title * Solomon,' 
it must have been absent altogether from the Cheltenham List. 
Whether parallels for this could be found I do not know; I have 
only noticed (i) that Aphraates is said to cite every Book of the 
Old Testament except Canticles and the short prophecy of Obadiah 
(Zahn, NeuUst. Kan, i. p. 374, n. 2); (2) that Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, as we learn from his follower Junilius and from his 
opponent Leontius of Byzantium, rejected Canticles as well as 
several other books of the Old Testament (Watkins, Bampton 
Lectwes^ p. 118 ; Westcott, Canon, p. 544). Taken together, this 
evidence may seem to show that the Sjrrian Church of the fourth 
and fifth century was at least suspicious of the book. In any case 
the hypothesis of its exclusion here would not have merited mention 
at all, if it were not that it affords, as will be seen, a possible 
clue to the restoration of the stichometry. 

In estimating the correctness of the stichometries for the dif- 
ferent books, we have for guide, as in the case of the Cyprianic 
stichometry further on, the total given at the end of the list ; but 
we have also, what for Cyprian fails us, a comparison with similar 
lists preserved elsewhere. Dr. Sanday has shown (p. 266) that the 
stichometries found in Vulgate MSS. are substantially the same as 
that of our list. With the obvious substitution of CCL for CGI in 
the Book of Ruth, the list proceeds pari passtt with the MSS. 
until we reach the Book of Job, where however the 1800 of the 
Cheltenham List is supported by some Vulgate MSS. against the 
1700 of the majority. The figure for the Book of Esther has 
disappeared from the list, just as happens to the treatise De 
Dominica OrcUione of St. Cyprian; and the explanation in both 
cases is substantially the same, namely, some confrision with similar 
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3o6 The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books ^ 



cyphers for books in the immediate neighbourhood. We should 
doubtless supply the lacuna here with the 700 of the Vulgate. On the 
other hand, the Book of Psalms is unnumbered in the MSS., but 
reckoned at 5000 qtIxol in the list. In none of these instances 
is there much uncertainty about the true reading. It is other- 
wise with four of the remaining numbers, tliose for Solomon, for 
the Major Prophets as a whole, for Ezekiel, and for Daniel ; and 
here it will be helpful to reproduce the concluding figures of the 
list and of the MSS. 



Solomon 

Major Pro- 
phets 
iBaiiih 
Jeremiah 
Daniel 
Ezekiel 
Minor Pro- 
phete 



Cheltenham List. 



vir. VD 



5500 



^. XVI (XJCLXX-* 16370 



VOT. Ill DI4XZX 

▼er. IIII OCCCL 
ver. QO CCCL 
vir. niDCCC 
v». Ill DCCC 



= 3580 
= 4450 

- 1350 
= 3800 

- 3800 



Same 



oonjectarally 


Vulgate MSS. 


restored. 




VII XL 


[total of 5 books^ 




7320] 


XTTT OCCXX 


[total of 4 books, 




13220 (or 13330)] 




3580 




4450 


ODD CCCL 


1850 


m CCCCXL 


3340 (or 3440) 




3800 



The figures for Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the Minor Prophets co- 
incide with the MSS., and may be taken as correct. As to Ezekiel, 
the scribe's eye has apparently wandered on to the next line, for 
he has written the same figure as for the Minor Prophets. The 
figure for Daniel requires the insertion of D, which has perhaps 
slipped down to the next line, and facilitated the confusion of the 
figures for Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets. The sum given 
as the total for the four Prophets, if it is to tally exactly with 
the majority of Vulgate MSS., should be XIII CCXX, and we can 
at once emend the first cyphers of the Cheltenham List, XVI 
being an easy confusion for XIII ; if next we suppose that the 
list had the figure given by some Vulgate MSS. for Ezekiel, 3440 
(for 3340), the corrected total becomes XIIICCCXX, and we 
have now only to excise an L from the figure of the Cheltenham 
List. 

There is left only the figure for ' Solomon' to deal with. The 
items for the other 23 books, if put together, now come to 62460. 
The total given by the list for the whole 24 is 69500. The 
difference of .7040 should therefore be the correct figure for the 
remaining book. VD is the existing figure, and this would re- 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 307 



present without much difficulty YII; then the L, which has 
unwarrantably crept into the next line (the Major Prophets), will 
help us to the missing cyphers of VII XL. The change is no 
doubt drastic, but there seems no way in which 5500, as it now 
stands in the list, can be harmonized with the data of the Vulgate 
MSS. ; and it is not without weight that the number 7040, arrived 
at on independent grounds, is the exact sum of the Vulgate figures 
for four Solomonic books, and these the four quoted in close con- 
nexion by St. Cyprian: Proverbs, 1740 or/^ot; Ecclesiastes, 800; 
Wisdom, 1700; Ecclesiasticus, 2800; total, 7040. This result, 
however, and the consequent omission of Canticles, while it ex* 
plains and reconciles a good deal, must remain at present only 
a hypothesis, and a hypothesis not entirely free from difficulty ^ 

n. New Testament Stichometbt. 

The New Testament stichometry finds similar parallels for the 
Gospels, Acts, and Apocalypse in the Vulgate MSS. ; and the only 
correction needed to bring the list into accordance with the MSS., 
and at the same time to make the items of the four Gospels 
harmonize with their total, is the addition of the cypher D to the 
figure for St. Luke. Our real difficulties do not begin till the 
concluding lines — 

epiae Johannia III ver GCCXyLu 

ana sola 

epIae Petri II veF CCC 

una sola. 

Zahn's explanation of this curious duplication is accepted by 
Prof. Sanday (p. 243 sup.): 'The author of the list had before 
him a catalogue containing the full number of three Epistles of 
St. John and two of St. Peter; but while himself transcribing 
this, he at the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 
Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit of 
recognising.' No doubt this is the jyrtma facie interpretation 
of the words ; and yet it must seem very improbable that a scribe 
should have had before him a list which, while it excluded 

^ It should perhaps be pointed out in favour of the altematiye hypothesis of 
the retention of Canticles, that the five books of Solomon according to the 
stiohometiy of the Vulgate MSS. would amount to 7320 (280 being reckoned 
to Canticles), and the later figures of this number vii cocxx might conceivably 
have been lost by oonfusion with the similar figures of the next number in our 
Ust, fin oooxx (as restored) of the major Prophets. 

X 2 
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Hebrews, and generally was arranged in so antique an order, 
yet represented a later stage in the history of the Canon by in- 
cluding at least five Catholic Epistles. Even if we suppose that 
only the five actually mentioned (three of St. John and two of 
St. Peter) belonged to the original list, the difficulty is enhanced 
by the inclusion of 2 Peter, which has no early attestation, as 
against the omission of Jude, for which considerable early Western 
evidence can be quoted. Further, it is part of this hypothesis 
that the original list, with its full and later Canon of Catholic 
Epistles, fell into the hands of some scribe, who in turn represented 
an earlier and less elaborated Canon, of two Catholic Epistles 
only. Is it not possible, and does it not better preserve the homo- 
geneity of the list, to reverse Zahn's hypothesis, and to suppose 
that the original African stichometry contained only i John and 
I Peter, and that what some later scnbe did (whether the actual 
scribe of our tenth-century MS. or his predecessor) was to sub- 
stitute ' epistolae Johannis III,' ' Petri 11,* while at the same time 
he added ' una sola' as a note or saving clause in each case, im- 
plying that only one was given in the MS. before him? This 
would explain very simply the absence of all reference to James 
and Jude ; the positive statement of the original ' one Epistle of 
John,' ' one of Peter,' seemed to the scribe to call for correction, 
while the mere omission of two epistles was not an error which 
forced itself in the same way upon his notice. Indeed, since there 
would have been, ex hypothesi, no stichometry for them in the 
original MS., their subsequent insertion in a stichometrical list 
was in itself difficult; while, on the other hand, the (rrcxm 
meant for i Peter and i John only could be attached (however 
erroneously) to the three and two Epistles respectively. If this 
theory of the Canon of the Catholic Epistles be correct, the New 
Testament of the Cheltenham List is identical with that of St. 
Cyprian, who shows no trace, so far as I know, of the use either 
of Hebrews or of the five lesser Catholic Epistles. 

III. The Ctpbianic STicHOMETBr. 

I will commence here by supplementing the lists of the Treatises 
and Epistles of St. Cyprian, published on p. 283 sqq., with three 
lists drawn from the Catalogi Bihlioiheearum Antiguiy of G. Becker 
(Bonn, 1885), the first of the ninth, the second of the tenth, the 
third of the twelfth century. 



i^Ki 



j::,* 
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Library of 
Keichenau 


Index Cheltonianus. 




(p. 7). 

A.D. 82a 
No. III. 


ad Donatnm 


I 


I 


ad viTgines 


IV 


X 


de lapsis 

de opere et eleemosynis 

ad Demetrianam 


VI 
XT 
X 


IV 
XII 
VII 


de eodedae unitate 


V 


XIII 


de Eelo et livore 


XIII 


VI 


de mortalitate 


VIII 


VIII 


de patientia 
ad Fortunatam 


XII 
IX 


XI 
IX 


de doxnini oratione 


VII 


V 


ad QoiriQum (Testimonia) 


III 


Ep. 63 

*ad Anbari- 
tanoe 
= Ep. 58 
II 

ad Roga- 
tianam 
= Ep 6? 

ad presby- 

teroB et 

diaconos 

Epp. iii 

-sEpp.ii, 



JAhnryot 


Library of 


Lanresham 


Bee' 


(P- 107), 
SaecX. 


(p. a63\ 


Saec XII. 


No«. 351, 


Noa. 105, 


35a. 


106. 


I 


Epp. nume- 




ro xvi. 


IV 


I 


VI 


X 


V 


IX 


XII 


(vol. ii.) 


XIII 


XIII 


VII 


XII 


VIII 


VIII 


X 


IV 


XT 


V 


IX 


VI 


ad Tibnrti- 


de simbolo 


nam 


fidei ad 


-Ep.58? 


Laoren- 




tinm 




111 


(vol. ii) 


(libb. U.) 


Epp.nnme- 




ro xliii. 





The first and third of these new lists do not unfortunately 

' Other shorter lists would be those of (i) Bobbio, saec. x. (p. 66), nos. 149- 
154: 149, 150, ad Demetrianum, libros ii. 151, de diligendo Deo, lib. i. 
15a, 153, ad Qairinum, libros ii. 154, de diversis opascnlis, lib. i ; (a) Pom- 
pose, A.D. 1093 (p. 159) no. 8, sermonee et epistolae Ixxxi: de Judaica in- 
crednlitate ad Vigilimn episcopom. Versos Domini Joannis de coena mai 
Cypriani. 

Gf. 7, no. 67 (p. 15) epistolae : 11, no. 109 (p. 37) de canonibos et instito- 
tioniboB eodesiasticorom Ixxxvii (app. the Sent Ep.) : 15, no. 359 (p. 34) 
epistolae : 18, no. 36 (p. 39) omeliae : a 1, no. 13, 14 (p. 4a) sermones, litterae : 
a6, no. ax (p. 60) oena noptiarom : 68, no. 84 (p. 151) epistolae : 79, no. 97 (p. 
187) epistolae : 80, no. 194 (p. 193) ad Donatom : 86, no. 57 (p. aoi) epistolae : 
95, no. iia (p. a 1 3) soper dominicam orat. : 96^ no. 59, an English monastery, 
(p. a 16) epistolaris: 136, no. 344 (p. 383) libri iiii, 00m qoibosdam epistolis. 
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present any very striking parallels to the still unique order of the 
treatises in the Index Chekonianus ; though minor points of 
contact might be noted, e. g. XIIT, VIII, XII of the Bee MS., 
compared with XIII, XII, YIII of our list. Of more interest 
is the Lauresham list. Beyond question it supplies the 
answer to the problem which Dr. Sanday propounds (p. 291, 
sup.), as to the order which L of the Testimonia and Epistles 
would have supported, if extant, for the treatises; for X, 
though now a Vienna, was originally a Lauresham MS. 
written in the ninth century, and is undoubtedly identical with 
No. 352 in the tenth- century Lauresham catalogue, item Caecilii 
Cypriani epistolae nu7nero xliii in alio codicej only that for xliii 
we should read xlyiii. But if this is so, then the companion 
volume No. 351, from which the list of treatises given above is 
reproduced, will give us just what we want. Of the twelve 
epistdae which it contains, eleven are identical with treatises 
of Hartel's first volume, leaving only three, the Quod idcia, the 
TeBtimonia, and the Sent. Epp, to be accounted for; but these 
all occur in the second or extant volume. Conversely, the only 
epistola of this lost volume not identical with a treatise, is entitled 
ad Txburtinum ; and I have no hesitation in identifying this with 
Ep. 58, ad Tibaritanos, which is absent from the extant L (though 
every other epistle of Cyprian's own of the same length is included 
in its collection) and present in every large collection of the letters. 
Dr. Sanday speculated whether the line of L was continued in P, 
in Oi, or in 0, and ff. A comparison with the Tables on p. 283 
will show that as between these MSS. it is the order of 0, and H 
which reappears in L, with the difference that XII and XIII 
immediately succeed V, and that XI is postponed to VIII and X. 
So far as they go, these alterations bring L into rather nearer 
connection with the Cheltenham order, but the nearness is not 
sufficient to be striking. 

It is otherwise with the order of the Epistles, where the following 
list will show that a very remarkable parallel to the Cheltenham 
List can be found in a minor MS. named by Hartel fi, to which 
my attention was in the first instance directed by noticing that in 
the apparattM critictM of Ep. 78, the lAtci of No. 33 in the list 
was reproduced only in the Lucii of fi. On p. xlvi of his preface 
Hartel gives a list of the contents of this MS., which on the 
ground of scriptorum ordo passim servatus he concludes to depend 
on T. But the following Table will show that for the Epistles 
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covered by the Cheltenham List, the order of p. is intermediate 
between T and Z. It is true that it contains a large number of 
the letters which are peculiar to T among the leading MSS., but 
in a quite dissimilar sequence, and, so far as a hasty glance enables 
one to judge, probably not with a derived text^. Even the one 
deviation in the order of the Treatises {T, XI, VIII ; /*, VIII, XI) 
is not unimportant, for \l here coincides with S^ TT, P, 0„ 0^ O5, 
against 0„ U^ M\ — 



r. 


M- 


Index Cheltoniauns. 


L. 


Ill 


III 


(la) ad Qairinnm, libri 
III 


Ill ad Quirinom 


Ep.63 


Ep.63 


(13) ad Antonianum 


Ep.63 de Sacramento do- 






-Ep. 55 


minioi caliciB 


6 


55 


(14) de calice dominioo 

- Ep. 63 


6 ad oonfeaaores 


55 


6 


(15) de lande martyrii 


55 ad Antonianum 




de lande 




de Comelio et 




martyrii 




Novatiano 


10 


10 


(16) ad oonfesBores mar- 


10 ad martyras et 






tyrum »£p. lo 


confessoret 


38 


28 


(17) Moysi et Maximo 


a8 MoBi et Maximo 






»Ep. a8 


presbyterorum 
et ceteris con- 
fessoriboB 


37 


37 


(18) ad eo«dem alia 

-Ep.37 


37 qnibuB supra 


II 


II 


(19) de precando deum 


1 1 ad demm de pre- 






sEp. II 


cando deo pro 
peccatiB nostris 






(20) ad derum 





^ fiartel asserts (p. xlvii) that /« and four other MSS. depend on T so 
directly, that in no case does a more ancient reading appear in any one of 
them ; where they are right against T, it is through conjectural restorations. 
On looking through Ep. a a it seems possible that /i in the following instances 
may alone preserve the true reading : p. 533, 1. 11, ante ipsam ; p. 534, 1. 13, 
a sapore, 1. 14, tam tolleravimus, 1. 18, in pignerarium ; p. 535, 1. 5, sit^ 1. 1 1 , 
significastis yob, et Satuminum, etc. 

It may be added that /i presents a near parallel to the MS. of Cyprian, 
catalogued in the lath century at Pompuse (see sup. p. 309), which contained 
81 sermones et epistulae, de Judaiea incredulitaU ad Yigilium qH$eopum, 
and versus Domini Joannis de coena mai Cypriani. Similarly /i after 
96 lettera and treatises closes with ad Vigilium episeopum de ivdaica incre- 
duliiate* Versiculos dfii loannis de cena sc% Cypriani, Caenam Cypriani, 
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T, 


/*• 


Index GbeltoniMiiis. 


L. 


Ep.38 


38 


(a I) Aarelio lectori pro 


Bp.38 adelerom et plebem 






ordiiiftto ^Ep. 38 


de Aarelio oon- 
fesaore leoiore 
ordinato 


39 


39 


(a a) Celerino-Ep. 39 


39 ad demm et plebem 
deOelerino 


58 


58 






60. 57. 59- 






60 ad Comeliiim de 


63- 47. 45. 






oonfessione eiui 


44 61- 








[8 Epp. to 


rri 




r— 1 


CorneliuB, 


J 




% 


omitUng 


S 




8 


Ep.48] 


,4 




i 


n- 43. H- 


^ 






g 


I. 61. 46. 


iZi 







^ 








54 








76 


76 




76 ad martjtaa et 
donfessorea in 
metallo conati- 
tutof 


73 


73 


(a 3) ftd lobianum 


73 ad laTaianum de 






*Ep. 73 


hereticii bapti- 
zandis epistolae 
numero tree 


7' 


7» 


(a4) ftd Qiiintiim 

-Ep.71 


71 ad Qointum 


70 


70 


(a5) ftd «p^ Xlll n. ] 
XXX [ 
(a6) ftd epr& n. CXX ) 
»Ep. 70? 


70 [noinscr.] 


Sent Epp. 


Sent. Epp. 


Ca7) Sent. Epp. 


Sententiae episoopornm 


Ep. 74 


Ep.74 


(a8) ftd Pompeium 


Ep. 74 ad Pom peiom con- 






-Ep. 74 


tra epiatulam 
Btephani 






(ap) ftd Stephftnnm 








«Ep. 7a 1 




69 


69 
40 


(30) ad Fidam «Ep. 64 


69 ad Magnum de 
Novatiano 


67 


67 


(31) ad Magnum 


67 de Martiale et 






aEp. 69 


BasiHde 


64 


64 


(3a) ad Martialem 


64 ad Fidum de in- 






-Ep. 67 


fantibui bapti- 


a 


a 


(33)a ad Bncratinm 


a ad Ettcratium de 






sEp. a 


hiBtrione 



and of the Writings of Cyprian, 3 1 3 



3a. ao. I a* 



de lande 
niftrt. 



40 
78 
ad Lndmn 
et qui cum 
eo sunt 

79 
epistula 

FeHciB 

laderis 

Polianifl 

76 

77 



S 



6o- 57. 59. 

53- 47- 45- 

44- 51. 

43.65 



78 
Lncii et qui 

cum 60 

sunt 

79 
Felix lader 

Pollianus 



11 
1. 61. 46. 



66 



54 



32 

la 

ao 

30 



[om.] 
[om. hoc 

loco] 
[om. hoo 



Index Cheltonianuf. 



(33)ft Luci = Ep. 78 



(34) Felici et oeteriB 

=Ep. 79 



(35) de Numidia conf. 

eEp. 40 

(36) ad Florentium 

=Ep. 66 



(37) adpreeb =Ep. 54 



(38) ad eoedem et diac 

= Ep. 3a 



(39) <^d clerum urt^ 

»£p. ao 

(40) Romani reec. 

-Ep. 30 



(41) adverBua Jud. 
(4a-5o) ad Comelium 

vSS 
(51) yitaCypriani 



L, 



13 
de laude mart. 

43.65 

I a. I. 56. 3 

47. 45. 48. 44 

61. 46. 57. 59 

Quod idola 

[om.] 



[om.] 



Ep. 66 ad Florentium 
quern et Pup* 
planum 
40 deNumidicoGon- 
feuore presby- 
tero ordinato 

4. 7a. 51 
54 ad Maximum pres- 

byterum et ur- 

bem et Sidonium 

et Macarium 

3 a Cyprianus ad 
presbyteroe et 
diaconoB 

ao ad Bomanos 

la 

30 Cypiiano papae 

ppiT et diaconi 

Bomae consis- 

tentes 
[om.] 

[om. hoc loco] 
[om.] 



loco] 
Now by the aid of these lists and of the headings to the letters 
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in L (those for T and fi are, except for Epistles 78, 79, unfor- 
tanately not given in Hartel) it becomes possible to identify with 
certainty the letters contained in the Cheltenham stichometry. 
The list in T is not very helpful, and is chiefly given to point the 
contrast with the list of ft ; there is only one case in which it stands 
alone of the three in presenting a parallel to Mommsen's List, 
and that is in containing the tract Ad/toeT9\i9 Jvdcieos, But the 
lists in fi and L are of primary value. In the majority of cases 
the order of both is in strict agreement with that of the Cheltenham 
list. In only three cases do they agree against it, in the insertion 
of Epistle 6 (towards the beginning), of Epistle 76 (before Ep. 73) 
and of Epistle 12 (towards the end); but in the first and last of 
these cases, though the two MSB. agree in inserting the Epistles, 
they vary slightly in their place ; and as to the first of them I shall 
have to ask presently whether it should not be restored to the 
Cheltenham List as well. Conversely, in only one case is the 
insertion of a letter by the List unsupported by one or other of 
the two MSS., namely the Ad StepKanum^ which follows Ep. 74, 
and which Dr. Sanday naturally identifies with Ep. 72 *. Starting 
from this substantial agreement, we work back on doubtful cases, 
(i) With Dr. Sanday I have no manner of doubt that No. 20 of 
the List ad clerum is to be merged into the title either of No. 19 
or of No. 21, both of them letters addressed to the clergy; possibly 
even the words formed a general marginal heading for the three 
letters Nos. 19, 21, 22, the inscriptions to all of which in L begin 
ad clerumK (2) As to Nos. 25 and 26 Dr. Sanday is of course 
right in rejecting Mommsen's Adam, and right too in seeing that 
Epistle 70 is contained somewhere in it. My only doubt is whether 
Epistle 76 which ft. and L agree in placing in this neighbourhood 
(before Epistle 73) should be also discovered here. (3) Of No. 29 
I have already spoken. (4) The List in n offers, I believe, a certain 
clue to the identification of Nos. 33 b and 34. They are really 
Epistles 78 with the simple heading LtLci as in fi, and Ep. 79, 
where, by a not unusual error, * Felix and others,' are made the 
recipients instead of the writers of the letter. It is to be noted 
that the stichometry suits the latter Epistle exactly. 

^ But see below, p. 320. 

' I should be inclined to read Nob. ai, 22 rather differently to Dr. Sanday, 
taking pro as the contraction for presbytero, ' de Anrelio lectori presbytero 
ordinate,' 'de Gelerino,* comparing tiie headings in jC (p. 31a sup.), which how- 
ever correctly makes Anrelins a confessor ordained reader, not a reader 
ordained presbyter. 
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We are now in a position to sum up the results of the relation- 
ship of the two MSS. to the List. For Nos. 12 to 15 of the List, 
the closest parallel comes from ft, which contains the de laude 
martyrii in this part ; indeed if, as I hope to show, Ep. 6 should 
be inserted in the List after No. 15, the group, though not the 
order, of the five epistles will be identical. From No. 16 to No. 
22 L and ft tally exactly with the subject-matter and even order 
of the List. Then ft adds Ep. 58 which L placed at the end of 
the treatises, while the List omits it altogether; and L adds 
Ep. 60 which ft and doubtless the List as well include elsewhere 
in the larger collection of letters to Cornelius. Both L and ft 
add next £p. 76. From Nos. 23 to 28 the three Lists work 
together again. No. 29 if a sepai-ate letter is peculiar, in this 
position, to the List. Nos. 30 to 33 form a group of four Epistles 
common to all three collections (save that fi interpolates in the 
middle of it Ep. 40 which in L and the List comes later), in the 
order of which however L and ft are combined against the List. 
As we shall see from the stichometry, No. 31 of the List must be the 
first part only of Ep. 6g ad Magnum in the form in which L 
and jS^ (Hartel gives no information about fi or T) contain it, 
breaking off at p. 760, 1. 13 ^ After this L and fi insert each a 
considerable body of Epistles not found, at least in this place, in 
the List, ft leads off with a collection of eight letters to Cornelius, 
followed by three others. L has here besides two treatises (De 
laude martyrii and Quod idola) substantially the same letters, 
though those to Cornelius are not connected into a single group. 
Next the two Epistles Nos. 33 6 and 34 of the List (Epp. 78, 
79) find their parallel in ft; and after four more Epistles in ft 
(three of them having occurred in L shortly before) the three 
authorities finally converge once more. Nos. 35 and 36 occur in 
inverse order in L, while the first of them is absent in this place 
from f^ having occurred before. L next interpolates three letters, 
and then we have Nos. 37 to 40 parallel even to their order with 
a group of five in L and ft, only that Ep. 1 2 of the two MSS. does 
not reappear in the List'. The spurious tract Adversus Judaeos 
(No. 41) is an interpolation of the List. Finally the letters to 

' At least Hartel does not quote L for the seoond part of this letter : on the 
other hand he quotes the sister MS. P, throughout, and in his critical pre&ce 
(Vol. IIL p. xzx) he nowhere hints that Ep. 69, part ii, is absent from any 
one of the family L N P. 

* There is little douht that No. 37 should be identified not, as Mommsen 
and Dr. Sanday believe, with Ep. la, but with Ep. 54. In favour of the latter 
are the order in /< and X, the stichometry, and the change in the title of No. 38 
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Cornelias would most naturally be the connected set of eight ^ (^PP* 
60, 57, 59, 52, 47, 45, 44, 51) which occurs earlier together in ^^ 
and, though in another neigbourhood, in T, 

In passing to the consideration of the stichometry proper of the 
Cyprianic List, it is first of all to be noted that, as in the case of 
the Old Testament, the individual items as given in the MS. amount, 
when added together, to a total appreciably variant from the sum 
named at the end of the List ; the latter being ' fiunt omnes versus 
xvm. D ' (18,500), while the items, according to Dr. Sanday's calcu- 
lation, come to 16,456, according to my own to 16,256, or 200 less. 
No figures, however, are given for the Bt Dominica OrcUione ; prob- 
ably the number has not simply dropped out, but has been merged 
with the numbers preceding, for No. 9 Ve PcUientia has the figure 
860, which is demonstrably too large, as this treatise is only slightly 
longer than No. 8 De MorUditaU with 550. A proposed restoration 
of this passage is subjoined, 



No. 8. de mortaliiate 
9. de patientia 

10. ad Fortanatum 

11. de domini oratione 



As read in the MS. 
DL 

DCCCLX 
DOCXL 



As ooDJectonUy restored. 
DL 
DC 

DOCCLX 
DOCCXL 



a change which exactly fits the relative lengths of the three treatises, 
and adds 700 to our total, bringing it up to 16,956, still 1500 too 
little. But in the next place, the third book of the Teistimonia, 
which, as it stands, is more than twice as long as any other treatise 
of St. Cyprian's, has only the figure 770 ; and I am as yet entirely 
unconvinced by any of the reasons which have been brought for- 
ward in favour of the theory of a large and systematic interpolation 
in this book since Cyprian's time*. On the contrary, the com- 
bined arguments of the apparent homogeneity of the Biblical text 
throughout the Testimonia with the defect of 1500 in the sum 
of the items of the stichometry, leave little doubt that we ought 
to add 1000 to the figure for Book III (00 DCCLXX for DCCLXX). 
By these two alterations the defect is reduced to 544 ; but even so 
it is obvious that the existing text of the stichometry, if the items 

to 'ad eosdem et diac,* snggesting that the previous letter was ' ad presbyteros * 
only. 

^ Jerome too in bis Chronicle (Scboene, p. 180) says ' extant ad earn Gypriani 
viii epistulae.' 

' }X has escaped the notice at least of fiartel that not only Jerome but 
AagQstine {Contra duos epp, Pela^norunif iv. 27; toI. x. p. 3ao) quotes 
against Pelagius the 54th title of the Third Book of the TetHmonia with its 
three proof texts ; and while Jerome gives some support to the inferior MSS. 
of Cyprian, Augustine U much closer to the group LB V, 
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are to be made to tally with the total, must be decidedly imperfect. 
Can it be restored, and if so, to what extent ? 

In a large proportion of cases, the relation between the actual 
length of the yarious treatises and epistles, with the figures of the 
stichometry, will be found to be fairly uniform. Taking as a basis 
the number of lines in Hartel's edition, but on a slightly revised 
system (as explained below) * it will be found that in a very large 
number of cases, the cmxoff is to Hartel's line in a proportion vary- 
ing not far from that of five to four ; or to put it otherwise, if the 
figure 32 be taken to represent HarteFs line, a fixed quantity, the 
trrixoff of each book is to it in the proportion of 40 more or less ; 
in the treatises it rises above this average (42 to 32). The follow- 
ing table will illustrate this : — 



Title. 


Estimate of 

lines in 

Hartelas 

corrected. 


Sticho- 
metry of 
the MS. 


Proportion 
of line to 


I. ad Doiuktuin 


3" 


410 


33 to 42 


2. ftd virginee 


445 


500 


[36] 


3. de laprifl 


657 


980 


[48] 


4. de opere et eleemosyna 


518 


670 


41 or 43 


5. ad DemetiJanum 


486 


535 


[36] 


6. de eodesiae nnitate 


548 


750 


[44] 


7. de zelo et livore 


333 


430 


4' 


8. de mortalitate 


436 


550 


41 or 4a 


9. de patientia 


455 


6oo* 


4a 


10. ad Fortunatam 


656 


860 • 


43 


II. de domini oratione 


644 


840* 


4« 


I a. adQairinnm i 


438 


550 


40 


ii 


803 


850 


[34l 


iii 


1436* 


1770* 


40 


1 5. ad Antonianum (Ep. Iv) 


535 


650 


40 


14. de calioe dominioo (Ep. Ixiii) 


345 


450 


42 


15. de lande martjrii 


550 


830 


[48] 


16. ad oonfessoree martymm (Ep. x) 


no 


140 


4' 


17. Moyii et Maximo (Ep. xxyiii) 


50 


?o 


45 


18. ad eoedem alia (Ep. xxxyii) 


84 


130 


45 or 46 


19. de precando denm (Ep. xi) 


148 


190 


41 



' I have endeavoured to calculate the lines as exactly as possible, and have 
allowed both for parts of lines at the end of paragraphs, as well as for the 
larger print employed in Biblical qaotations, and the smaller print in the 
Appendix (Vol. Ill); in the TBtHmomaf ad Fortunaium and Sententiae 
Sineeoporum there are also the titles of chapters to be taken into account. 
Consequently the number of lines given is smaller than the totals in Hartel. 

* As already restored. 

' Mommsen forgot to allow for the two long interpolations of ^ in Test. iii. 
30 and 59, which amount to nearly 3oa lines. 
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Title. 

I adderDm de Aurelio (Ep. xxxviii) 

32. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) 

23. ad Jobaianum (Ep. Izziii) 

24. ad Qaintam (Ep. Ixxi) 

25. t 

26. ad prt> \or epos or frs] (Ep. Ixx) 

27. Bententiae episcoporum 

28. ad Pompeium (Ep. Ixxiv) 

29. ad Stephanum (Ep. Ixxii ??) 

30. ad Fidum (Ep. Ixiv) 

31. ad Magnum (Ep. Izix, part i) 

32. ad Martialem (Ep. Ixvii) 
33 a. ad Eacratium (Ep. ii) 

h. Lnei (Ep. Ixxvili) 

34. Felici et ceteris (Ep. Ixxix) 

35. de Numidico (Ep. xl) 

36. ad Florentiam (Ep. Ixvi) 

37. ad presbjteros (Ep. liv) 

38. ad eosdem et diao. (Ep. xxxii) 

39. ad clernm nrb. (Ep. xx) 

40. Bomani resc. (Ep. zzx) 

41. adyersns Judaeos 

42-50. ad Comelium VHII [t VIII] 
51. vita Cypriani 



Estimate of 

lines in 

Hartelas 

corrected. 


Sticho- 


Proportion 


metry of 
the MS. 


of line to 


41 


54 


33 to 42 


89 


140 or 100 


[50 or 36] 


446 


550 


39 or 40 


80 


100 


40 


f 


30 




88 


120 


430144 


438 


520 


38 


238 


290 


39 


72 


100 


440^45 


90 


106 


37OT38 


338 


284 


38 


196 


350 


[57] 


34 


40 


38 


37 


t 


? 


16 


20 


40 


H 


30 


40 


180 


207 


37 


62 


7' 


37 


20 


25 


40 


57 


70 


39 or 40 


177 


215 


39 


355 


290 


36 or 37 


1062 


1108 


[33 or 34] 


477 


600 


40 



Now, accepting the emendations with wliich we started, we find 
that 35 out of 45 items give a proportion (to 32) ranging from 36^ 
to 4 5 1, or in other words between 8 to f and 10 to f . But the 
result can be stated more strikingly when the gradual decrease of 
the relative number oforixoi to lines, as the list progresses, is brought 
into notice. Of the first eleven items (the treatises), seven stand at 
41 or 42 (to 32); of the next fifteen, nine vary only between 39 J 
and 42 ; of the last nineteen, thirteen vary between 36^ and 40. But 
this large amount of similarity enables us to turn back on the sticho- 
metry and emend those cases where the proportions ai*e radically 
different, remembering in doing so that to bring the items into agree- 
ment with the total more than 500 additional arlxot are required. 

In the first place then the ar/xoc for Nos. 2 and 3 (D and 
DGCCCLXXX are respectively too few and too many, but it is 
easy to suppose that either C or LXXX has been transferred by a 
copyist from one figure to the next, and that we should read — 
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a. ad ylrgiaee 
3. delapeU 



445 



657 



( DLXXX (580) or 
1 DC (600) 
K DCCCC (900) or 
i DCCCLXXX (880) 



I 



32 to 4a or 44 
32 to 44 or 43 



No. 5 needs the addition of C and will then read — 
5. ad Demetrianum | 486 | DCXXXV (635) | 32 to 42 

No. 6 supported by our revised figures for Nos. 2 and 3 will 
probably stand ; and in the result all eleven treatises vary between 
41 1 and 44, while 100 o-rixoi (at No. 5) are to be added to our total. 

In the next division the numbers for the second book of the 
Tetiimonia are (as already mentioned) obviously too low. Here 
again C must be inserted, though even then the proportion of (rr<xoi 
to lines is less than in any treatise or epistle in the neighbourhood. 

12 &. ad Quirinnm ii | 802 | DCCCCL (950) | 32 to 38 

For No. 15 the figure is too large; and it seems not unlikely 
that Epistle 6 {Ad Confessorea L\ found in this place both in L and /i, 
originally stood in our list also, its figure being merged in No. 15, 
its title in No. 16 (Ad Confessorea Martyrum) so that we might 
restore — 



15 a. de lande martyrii 


550 


DOC (700) 


32 to 40 or 41 


h, ad eonfenores (Ep. vi) 


95 


CXXX (130) 


43 or 44 


16. ad martjras (Ep. z) 




[as before] 





Nos. 17 and 18 preBent figures higher than we should expect; 
but it must be remembered that the shorter the piece, the more 
difficult to secure an accurate stichometry without descending to 
units ; and the list seldom goes below tens. In any case it is not 
proposed here to go into detail except where change is manifestly 
necessary and where, when made, it would afiect sensibly the totals 
of the items. Passing to the three numbers, 20, 21, 22, we have 
found only the two letters on the ordination of Aurelius and 
Celerinus to apply to them, and of these two the former is well 
suited by the figure of No. 20, the latter not by either No. 21 or 
No. 22 as they stand. Perhaps we should alter No. 21 from CXL 
to CXV with the result : — 

22. de Cderino (Ep. xxxix) | 89 | CXV (115) | 32 to 41 or 42 

In any case one figure will be superfluous ; and if we substitute 
115 for 140 and 100, 125 (rrixoi must be subtracted from the total. 
The problem suggested by Nos. 25 and 26 has been alluded to 
before. It is clear that Ep. 70 is to be placed here ; and if a second 
letter is to be looked for, it would apparently be Ep. 76, which 
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appears in the immediate neighbourhood in both L and ft, and like 
Ep. 70 is addressed to a body of bishops ; and its (ttIxoi being about 
180 (CLXXX), 150 would be added to the figures as they stand 
(XXX). If on the other hand with Dr. Sanday (p. 301 sup.) we 
combine Nos. 25, 26 to produce Ep. 70, the crr/xoi of No. 25 dis- 
appear, and our total loses 30. 

No. 2^ ad Stephantim has a proportion of arixoi unusually large 
for this neighbourhood, and Ep. 72 with which it has been tenta- 
tively identified, is not found in this connection either in 2/ or fi ; 
it is therefore possible that we have again, an erroneous reduplica- 
tion of the preceding number, the full title of which in Z is ^ad 
Pompeium contra epistolam StephanV (= a<f Fampeium adv. 
Stephanum). St. Augustine too, as Abp. Benson points out^ 
though he treats in detail of the Gyprianic literature of the Re- 
baptism controversy, obviously did not know of this letter to 
Stephen. No. 30 is the first of several (Nos. 30, 31, 36, 37) the 
figures of which look suspicious because they violate the general 
rule, observed even in the case of the shortest epistles (Nos. 33, 
34, 35), of having round numbers ; and in each of these four 
instances a slight increase would give a better proportion, though 
the only quits obvious change is that in No, 37 LXXY should be 
read for LXXII, and the proportion rise from 37 to 39. A case 
which more certainly calls for correction is No. 32 ; and we cannot 
be far wrong if for CCCL we read CCL. 

3a. ad Martialem (Ep. Izvii) | 196 | 250 | 32 to 41 

No. 33 ' Luci ad Eucratiwn ' we have seen to be compounded 
of Ep. 2 ' Ad Eucralvum ' (to which the figure XL belongs) and Ep. 
78, * Luci,' for which a figure must be supplied : — 
33b. Luci (Ep. Ixxviii) I 37 I 45 or 50 | 32 to 39 or 43 

Emendation is again necessary for Nos. 42-50, where 11 08 is 
very considerably too little. In the MS. as it stands — ' Ad Cameliutn 
Vnil ooCVIII ' — it looks as if the latter cyphers were a repetition, 
or possibly a correction (VIII for Villi) of the number of the 
letters to Cornelius. K nine is the correct number, they are 
doubtless the nine letters so addressed of our present collection ; if 
eight, then probably the eight which are grouped together in fi, Ep. 
48 being the absentee '. The nine letters amount to 1062 lines, the 
eight to 10 1 6, and judging by the proportions which prevail in the 

^ Diet, Chr, Biog. i. 750 a. See note at end of this paper, p. 324. 
* Jerome too recognlseB eight: Chron, (ed. Schoene, p. 181) 'extant ad 
[Comelium] Cypriani viii epiBtulae.' 
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neigbbonring numbers, tbe existing figure 1108 must baye super- 
seded sometbing like 1300 in tbe one case, or 1250 in the otber. 

43-50. ad ComeliumVini 1 06 a [or 1300 [or) 1 

12.0I 1 3ato39or40 



[or VIII] 



1016] 



To put together tben tbe various changes made, orcxoc were added 
for No. 5 (100), for No. 12b (100), for No. 33 b (about 50), for Nos. 
42-50 (150 or 200), and were subtracted from Nos. 21, 22 (about 
125) and from Nos. 29 and 32 (100 eacb); a net addition of about 100. 
But tbe defect to be made good was much larger than this, and our 
items are still left in a minority of from 400 to 500 as compared 
with the same total — about 18,030 or 18,080 to 18,500. It would 
seem most likely that the remaining lacunae are to be supplied by 
tbe supposition that some letters have dropped out, rather tban by 
increasing to so large an extent tbe figures of the letters already 
discussed. Suggestions as to lost letters must be bypotbetical in 
the extreme ; but among possibilities may be mentioned one or more 
of the following ; Ep. 76 at No. 25 (180 <rrixot) ; Ep. 58 Ad Thihari- 
tanos — which is found in nearly all collections — somewhere between 
No. 1 1, its place in Z, and No. 22 its place in fi (300 trrlxo^) y Quod 
idola dii non sint (240 (rrlxoi); and at No. 31 the second part cf 
Ep. 69 as follows: — 

31. ad Magnum (Ep. Izix a) 
31&. ad [enndem (Ep. lxix&) 
3a. de] Martiale (Ep. Izvii) 

Further or more detailed enquiry into the sticbometry does not 
seem likely to be fruitful or profitable ; and it only remains now 
to ask what light is thrown by tbe Cheltenbam List on the 
history of the Gyprianic correspondence. In tbe forefront of 
tbe answer to such a question would come tbe result that no 
single one of the letters mentioned can witb any reasonable 
probability be said to be absent from the extant collection. It 
would be possible to go furtber and to doubt whether more tban 
a very few of Cyprian's letters that were preserved at all bave 
failed to survive to our own time. Witb regard to isolated 
epistles, we are not indeed in a position to decide; but by far 
tbe larger number of bis letters must have belonged to groups — 
to tbe controversies about the lapsed, about Novatianism, about 
heretical baptism — and tbe parts of eacb group are so intricately 
bound up together, that the absence of one link in tbe chain could 
scarcely pass unnoticed. In tbe first half of tbe letters tbere is 
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^38 


a84 


32 to 38 


123 


150 (CL) 


39 


196 


350 (COL) 


41 
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(so far as I have seen) only one instance where we seem obliged 
to assame a lost letter of Cyprian's own, namely when the 
Soman clergy {Ep, xxzyi. 4) refer to his writing to them about 
Privatas of Lambaese, a description which does not apply to any 
extant epistle. It is not indeed surprising that we have to pos- 
tulate in these series a considerable number of lost letters directed 
to him, for it was of course his letters alone which formed the 
nucleus of the collections in the first instance, and the loss of the 
former only enhances the significance of the preservation of so 
large a number of the latter. In our own Cheltenham list, out 
of about 36 epistles present, 33 are from Cyprian, three only to 
him (Nos. 33b, 34 — wrongly given as 'To Felix,' instead of 'From 
Felix' — 40), a proportion of 11 to i; in the complete collection as 
we have it the numbers are 65 to 16, a proportion of only 4 to i. 

Where were the first collections of Cyprian's writings madef 
The Eoman Church had indeed preferred to remember, not his 
quarrel with one Pope, but his support and recognition of another ; 
and the names of Cyprian and Cornelius were enshrined together 
in the canon of the mass, as their portraits were depicted side by 
side in the catacombs. Still, Cyprian had naturally not the same 
authority for Roman as for African readers ; and if Home was the 
scene of some of the later and fuller editions of his correspondence, 
we should probably look across the sea for the first. And although 
the letters to Cornelius appear in a collected shape as early as 
the Cheltenham List, the rest of the correspondence between 
Cyprian and Some (of which 1 1 more letters from him and 7 to 
him are now extant) is singularly imperfect in all earlier collec- 
tions; and the 13 epistles which were sent over with Epistle 20 ^ 
— that is, no doubt. Epistles 5-7, 10-19 — ^'^ ^® l*s* ^ appear 
anything like completely, while contrariwise the Epistle which 
accompanied them has a place in our List, suggesting perhaps 
that it was incorporated into the collected correspondence in 
Africa, where it would circulate independently, rather than in 
Rome, where a number of other letters were attached to it. 

But if Cyprian was something of an alien to Rome, in Africa he 
was pre-eminently, until his fame was eclipsed by the greater fame 
of Augustine, the saint to whose writings the Church by preference 
appealed. It was there only in the West ' that his declarations on 

^ "E-p, zz. a, ' EpiBtolae pro tempoiibiu emissae numero tiededm quae ad 
70B trangmifli.' 
' Iq the East the Greek translation of the Senieft^ioA SpiMoporwm, or Totes 
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baptism were regarded as anthoritative ; and the Beries of letters 
which contain them is that most completely represented both in 
the Cheltenham list and in the earliest MSS. Even in Africa, 
however, it is perhaps improbable that there was any official 
Earthaginian collection, for the early letters to the clergy and 
others at Earthage are eonspicnons by their absence from the first 
lists. It is rather to individual energies, acting independently in 
different parts of the province, that the germs of the collection 
should be ascribed. Cyprian's desire was always that copies of 
all important pronouncements should be reproduced as widely 
as possible among those who looked to his guidance ^ ; and though 

of the KarfehAginlan Coaibdl on Rebaptism of 356 A. D., was ratified as Canon 
Law by the Quiniseztine Council in Thillo, ▲. D. 691. 

^ The following quotations will illustrate this ezhaustiTely : — 

(i) J^. xxY. (538. 16), to CaldoniuB, an African bishop: *■ Libnim tibi oum 
epistulis numero quinque misi quas ad clerum et ad plebem et ad martyras 
quoque et confeasores feci ; quae epistulae eiiam plurimis oollegis nostris missae 
plaouerunt.' C£ jE^ xxyi (539. 13) referring to the same letters, Epp. 15-19. 

(ii) E'p, xxxiL (565, 8), to the clergy of Karthage: ' Vos curate quantum 
potestis pro diligentia yestra ut et soripta nostra et iUorum reseripta fratribus 
nostris innotescant. Sed et si qui de peregrinis episoopi eoUegae mei vel 
presbyteri vel diacones praesentes fuerint vel superve&eriaty haec omnia de 
vobis audiant. Et si exempla epistulamm transeribere et ad sues perferre 
▼oluerint, fiumltatem transeriptionts aodpiant ; * referring to Epp. 37, 28, 30, 31. 

(ill) 'E'p. xxxiv. 3 (570. 4), to the same: 'Legite vero has easdem litteras 
et oollegis meis, si qui aut praesentes fuerint aut supervenerinL' 

(ir) JBrjp. Iv. 4 (626. 4), to Antoniaaus : ^ In epistula mea quae ex tat ' (ref. 
to X^. ziz); lb. % 5 (627. 10) : 'Quae litterae per totum mundum missae sunt 
et in notitiam eodesiis onmibns et universis fratribus perlatae sunt ' (referring 
to Ep. zzx. from the Roman clergy) ; ib. $ 6 (628. i) : 'Secundum quod libello 
oontinetur, quern ad te pervenisse oonfido, ubi singulornm placitorum capita 
conscripta sunt ' (referring to the lost Acts of the African council). 

(v) JSjp. Ixzi. I (771. 5), to Quintus: 'I>e qua re quid nupar in concilio 
plurimi coepisoopi cum conpresbyteris qui aderant oensnerimus ut scires, 
eiusdem epistolae ezemplum tiln misi ' (referring to Ep. Lex) ; c£ Ep. Ixxiii. 
(778. 18), to Jubaianus : ' Exemplum earundem litterarum tibi misi, quid in 
concilio cum conplures adessemus decreTerimus, quid item postea Quinto 
collegae nostro de eadem re quaerenti resoripeerim ' (ref. to Epp. Ixx, Ixxi). 

(yi) Ef, Ixxiy. i (799. 6), to Pompeius: 'Quanquam [dene ea quae de 
hereticis bapticandis dicenda sunt oomplexi simus in epistolis quarum ad te 
exempla transmisimus, frater carissime, tamen quia desiderasti in notitiam 
tuam perferri quid mihi ad litteras nostras Stephanus fr«ter noster rescripeerit, 
ndd tibi resoripti eius exemplum ; ' frtmi wluch we see that the answers to 
Cyprian's letters would not necessarily circulate with his. 

Antonianus, Quintus, Jubaianus and PompeiuB were all African bishops. 

Note that the one letter from Rome {JBp, 30) mentioned in the Cheltenham 
list is just that one of which St. Cyprian, writing to Antonianus, speaks as 
having circulated throughout ' all the churches.' 

y % 
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this could not be systematically carried out with respect to the 
earlier Epistles, written during persecution, and in his absence 
from Earthage (some of them too being of only local or momentary 
interest), it is not unlikely that the authoritative documents in 
the later controversies were officially circulated throughout the 
African episcopate. It is worth noting that in T^ the only one 
of the older MSS. which contains the whole or nearly the whole 
of the correspondence as we have it now, the connected Epistles 
15-19 occur together, and are immediately followed by the two 
Epistles (26, 25) in which Cyprian speaks of the circulation of this 
group of five in Africa. Africa then, the evidence would suggest, 
was the scene of the incorporation of Cyprian's letters and treatises 
into collections more or less extensive; and the conclusion is re- 
inforced when we remember that our earliest witness, the Chel- 
teuham List, is itself, as Dr. Sanday has amply shown on inde- 
pendent grounds, African in origin. 

NOTS ON THB EVIDENOB OF St. AUGUSTIKB IN RELATION TO Ep. 7 3 (THE 

Kabthaginian Council to Stephen). 

I . Augustine, d9 BaptUmo contra Donaiistas, lib. vi. c. y (ed. Bened. iz. p. i ii ; 
Boutfa, ReU. 8acr. ▼. p. aio) : ' lam satis, quantum arbitror, non soliun ad 
epistulam quam lubaiano scripsit, sed etiam ad illam quam ad Quintum 
dedit, et ad illam quam oum quibusdam oollegis ad quosdam oollegas, et ad 
illam quam ad Pompeium, quantum potuimus . . . libris supeiioribui 
divputavimuB.' 

St. Augustine had then examined suooessively Spp> 73. 71 » 70, 74; he 
then discusses one by one the Seuientiae Epitcoporum ; Ep, 69, thou^ 
mentioned more onrsorily, has both its two parts represented by quotation 
or allusion. But of Ep, 7 a we hear nothing. 

a. Id. ib. lib. vi. c. 15 (ix. p. 171 ; Routh, p. aaa) : — 

' Crescent a Cirta dixit ; In tanto coetu sanctissimorum cotuacerdotum 
leotis lUteris Cypriani dxUcHsHmi nostri ad lubaianwiXt iiemquB ad Ste- 
phanum . . . sed aliquis forsitan quaerat, quid do hao re beat! Gypriani 
epistola ad Stephanum dixerit, cuius in hao sententia oommemoratio facta 
est, cum in exordlo oondlii non sit oommemorata, credo quia non putatum 
est neoessarium. nam et ipsam in isto coetu consacerdotum lectam erae 
dixit : quod factum omnino non dubito, quantum arbitror, ut fieri solet, quo 
possent lam oongregati episcopi etiam de ilia caussa simul aliquid oognoscere, 
quae ilia epistola continetur. nam prorsus ad quaestionem praesentem non 
pertinet ; et magis miror cur eam iste oommemorare Toluerit, quam cur in 
exordio concilii oommemoratio eius praetermissa sit. quod si quisquam 
arbitratur me aliquid noluisse in medium proferre quod in ea poeitum est 
praesenti caussae necessarium, l^gat eum et sdat verum esse quod dioo ; aut 
si aliud invenerit, redarguat. prorsus enim ilia epistola de baptismo apud 
haereticos vel schismatioos dato, unde nunc agimus, nihil habet.' 

St. Augustine is astonished to find that this Bishop emphasised a letter 
from Stephen which had nothing whateTcr to do with the oontroTersy* He 
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does not deny that there waa a letter to Stephen, or that it was read at the 
Council ; nay, he asserts its existence, but asserts at the same time that it 
dealt with totally different questions. In other words, while oar editions 
give OS two letters from Cyprian to Stephen, one of which {Eip. 7a) is 
primarily concerned with Rebaptism, while the second {JS^, 68) has nothing 
to do with it^ it is clear that St. Augustine knew only one of the two, and 
that not the one on Bebaptism. 
This eyidence, taken in connection with the known nearness of relation in 
time and place between the Cheltenham list and St. Augustine, warrants I 
think the conclusion that the identification of the ad Stephanum of the list 
with Ep. 72, not being supported either by parallels in X and fi, or by 
ezactneiis of stichometry, must be considered doubtful. 

[Note. — While speaking of Cyprianic criticism it may not perhaps be out of place 
to subjoin a short account of a MS. of Cyprian, not mentioned in Hartel, 
from the Biblioteca Comunale at Siena (F. V. 14: saec. xiv ex. or xv in. 
according to the printed catalogue), which the writer noticed and inspected in 
March of the last year (1890). The order of writings contained in this 
MS. which may be called s is as follows, adopting the notation of Hartel : — 
I. X. IX. de premio martyrum (I fancy from my notes that this must mean 
the latter part of the previous treatise IX. ad JForluriatum de exhortcUione 
martynt), JEpp. 37. 38. 10. V. VH. VIII. XI. XU. XIII. IV. VI. Epp, 30. 
60. 57. 59. 63. 55. 6. a8. II. 39. 58. 76. 73. 71. 70. Sent, Epp. 74. 40, 49. 
5a. 47. 45. 44. 51. 13. 43. 65. I. 61. 46. 66. 54. 69. 69 h. 67. 64. a. 3a. ao. la. 
78. 79. 77. 31. 70. 7. 5. 14. 4. 56. 3. 7a. 50. 68. 53. 16. 15. 17. 18. 19. 26. 35. 
9. a9. II. de siriffvlaritate olerieorum,de montibtu 8%na et 8ion, Ep, 48. Ill 
(only the introductory letter to Quirinus). 

The parallels to this order among Hartel's MSB. would seem to be, for the 
earlier part P (Hartel, p. xxx) o (p. xxxviii), for the central portion T 
(p. xxxix) and for the end p and i (p. Ivii), while r (p. xlvii) closes like our 
MS. with the introductory letter to Quirinus. All these MSS. except P 
belong to the M Q T family, for which see the genealogy on p. xxxiv. 

A second MS. of Cyprian at Siena is numbered F. V. 13, and is of the xvth 
ceutury. 



THE END. 
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L STANDABD LATIN WOBES. 



The Fables. Edited, 

with Prolegomena, Critical Appa- 
ratuSjCommentaryi&c., by Bobinson 
Ellis, M.A., LL.D. 8yo. 8«. 6d. 

Catnlli Veronensifl Liber. 

Itenim reoognovit, Apparatum Ori- 
tieum Prolegomena Appendices ad- 
didit, Bobinson EUis, A.M. Svo. 

Catullus, a Corrmientary on. 

By Bobinson Ellis, M.A. Second 
Edition. 8yo. iSs. 

Cioero. De Oratore. With 

Introduction and Notes. By A. S. 
Wilkins, Litt.D. Second EcMion, 

Book I. 8vo. 78.6(1. 
Book XL 8yo. $8. 

Philippic Orations. 

With Notes. By J. B. King, M.A. 
Second Edition. 8yo. ids. 6d. 



Cicero. Select Letters. With 

English Introductions, Notes, and 
Appendices. By Albert Watson, 
M.A. TMrdEditim. 8yo. i8f. 

Horace. With a Commentary. 

By E. 0. Wickham, M. A. Tioo Vols, 
afVO. 

Vol. I. The Odes, Carmen Secu- 
lare,and£pode6. SecondEdHion. 

128. 

VoL II. The Satires, Epistles, 
and De Arte Poetica. i is. 

Livy, Book L With Intro- 

duction. Historical Examination, 
and Notes. By J. B. Seeley, M.A. 
Second Edition. 8yo. 6«. 

Manilius. NoctesManilianae; 

sive DissertcUiones in Astnmomioa Ifo- 
nUii. Aocedvnt Coniectune in Oer- 
manid AroUea. Scripsit B. Ellis. 
Crown 8vo. 6«. 



Oxford: Clarendon Pxeas. London : Hkmby Frowdb, Amen Corner, E.O. 
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Ovid. P. Ovidii Nasonis Ibis. 

Ex Novis Codicibus edidlt, Scholia 
Vetera Commentarium cum Pro- 
legomeniB Appendioe Indice addidit, 
R Ellis, A.M. 8yo. ioa. 6d. 

P. Ovidi Nasonis Tris- 

Hum Lxbri V. Beoensuit S. G. Owen, 
A.M. Svo. i6«. 

Persiiis. The Satires. With 

a Translation and Commentary. 
By John Conington, M.A. Edited 
by Henry Nettleehip, M.A. Second 
Edition. 8yo. 7s. 6d. 

PlautuB. Rvdens. Edited, 

with Critical and Explanatory- 
Notes, by E. A. Sonnenschein, 
M.A. Syo. 8tf. 6d. 



King and Cookson. ThePrin- 

ciples qf Sound and Injlexion, as Uliis- 
trcUed in ike Greek and Latin Languages. 
By J. E. Eing, M.A. ,and Christopher 
Cookson, M.A. Syo. iSs. 

An Introduction to the 



Comparative Qrammar of Greek and 
Latin, "By the same Authors. 
Crown 8vo. 5s. 6d. 

Lewis and Short. A Latin 

Dictionary, founded on Andrews' 
edition of Freund's Latin Dic- 
tionary, revised, enlarged, and in 
great part rewritten by Charlton T. 
Lewis, Ph.D., and Charles Short, 
LL.D. 4to. il. 5«. 

Iiowis. A Latin Dictionai^ 

far Softools. By Charlton T. Lewis, 
Ph.D., Editor of ' Lewis and Short's' 
Latin Dictionary. Small 4to. i8«. 

IVettleship. Lectures and 

Essays on Subjects connected tcith Latin 
Scholarship and Literature. ]^y Henry 
Nettleship, M. A« Crown Svo. 70. 6d. 



Quintilian. M. Fahi Quin^ 

tUiani Instituitionis Oratoriae Liber 
Decimus. A Revised Text, with In- 
troductory Essays, Critical Notes, 
&C. By W. Petereon, M.A., LL.D. 
8vo. 12s. 6d. 

Scriptorei^ Latini reiMetricae. 

Ed. T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 8vo. 53. 

Taoitus. TheAnnxxls. Edited, 

with Introduction and Notes, by 
H. Fumeaux, M.A. 2 Vols. 8vo. 

VoL I, Books I-VI. i8«. 

Vol. II, Books XI-XVI. 

[ImmediaMy. 



Nettleship. The Roman 

SaJtura. 8vo, sewed, is. 

Andent Lives of Vergil. 



8vo, sewed, 2s. 

— Contributions to Latin 



Lexicography. 8vo. 21s. 

Fapillon. Manual of Cotiv^ 

parative Philology. By T. L. Papillon, 
M.A. Third Edition. Crown 8 vo. 6s. 

Finder. Selections from the 

less known Latin Poets. By North 
Pinder, M.A. 8vo. 15s. 

Sellar. Roman Poets of the 

Augustan Age. YmaiL. By W. Y. 
Sollar, MA. New Edition. Crown 
8vo. gs. 

Roman Poets of the Re- 
public. ITiird Edition. Crown 8vo. los. 

Wordsworth. Fragments and 

Specimens qf Early Latin. With Intro- 
ductions and Notes. By J. Words- 
worth, D.D. 8vo. 188. 



Oxford: Clarendon PreBs. 
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Allen. Notes on Abbrevia- 
tions in Greek Manuscripts, By T. W. 
Allen. Royal 8vo. 58. 

Chandler. A Practical Intro* 

duction to Qreek Accentuation, by H. W. 
Chandler, M.A. Second Edition, 
10s. 6d. 

Haigh. The Attic Theatre. 

A Description of the Stage and 
Theatre of the Athenians, and of 
the Dramatic Performances at 
Athens. By A. E. Haigh, M.A. 
8yo. 128. 6d. 

Head. Historia Numorv/m: 

A Manual of Greek Numismatics. 
By Barclay V. Head. Royal 8vo. 
half-bound, 2I. 28. 

Hicks. A Manual of Oreek 

Hisloricdl Ifiscripiions. By E. L. 
Hicks, M.A. Syo. ios. 6d. 



Aesohinem et l8ocratem,^c^o- 

lia Qraeca in. Edidit G. Dindorfius. 
8yo. 48. 

Aesohines. See under Ora- 

' tores Attiol, and Demoathenes. 

Aeflchyli qvue supersunt in 

Codice Lomrentiano quoad eiffici potuit et 
ad ooijrniiionem necesse est visum typis 
descripta edidit R Merkel. Small 
folio, 12. 18. 

Aeschylus : Tragoediae et 

Froifmenta, ex recensione Guil. Din- 
dorfii. Second Edition^ Svo. 58.6(2. 

Annotationes Guil. Din- 

dorfii. Partes IL 8yo. los. 

Anecdota Qraeca Oxonienda. 

Edidit J. A. Cramer, S.T.P. Tomi 

IV. 8yO. It 28. 



King and Cookson. The Prin- 
ciples qf Sound and Inflexion, as iUus- 
trated in the Greek and Latin Lafiguages, 
By J. E. King, M. A. , and Christopher 
Cookson, M.A. 8yo. 188. 

Liddell and Scott. A Greek" 

English LeocAani, by H. G. Liddell, 
D.D., and Robert Scott, D.D. SefoenJlh 
Edition, Retnsed and Augmented through- 
out, 4to. iL 16s. 

An Intermediate Greek- 
English Leocicon, founded upon the 
SoYenth Edition of Liddell and 
Scott's Greek Lexicon. SmaU 4to. 
128. 6d. 

Fapillon. Manual of Com- 
parative Philology, By T. L. PapiUon, 
M.A- Hiird Edition. Crown 8yo. 68, 

Veitch. Cheek Verbs, Irregular 

and Wedive, By W» Veitch, LL.D. 
Fourth Edition. Crown 8yo. ios. 6d. 



Anecdota Graeca e Codd. mss. 

Bibliothecae Eegiae Parisiensis. Edidii 
J. A. Cramer, S.T.P. Tomi IV. 8yo. 

iZ. 28. 

Apsinis et Longini Rhetorican 

E Codicibus mss. recensuit Job. 
Bakius. 8yo. 38. 

Arohim^dis qv/ie aupersunt 

omnia cum Eutocii commeniariis ex re- 
censione J. Torelli, cum nova Yer- 
sione Latina. Fol. iL 59. 

Aristophanes. A Complete 

Concordance to the Comedies and Frag^ 
mmts. By H. Dunbar, M.D. 4to. 

1{. 18. 

J. Caravellae Index in 

Aristophaintm. 8yo. 38. 



London : Hinry Fbowdb, Amen Comer, K.O. 



STANDARD GREEK WORKS, 



AriBtophanes. Comoediae et 

FragmerUay ex recenaione GuiL Din- 
dorfii Tomi IL 8vo. iis. 

— — AnTiotationes Guil. Din- 

dorfii. ParteelL 8vo. ii«. 

•^— Scholia Oraeca ex Co- 

dicibus aucta et emendata a GuiL 
Dindorfio. Ptateelll. 8to. il, 

Aristotle. Ex recensione 

Im. BekkerL Aooedunt Indices 
Sylburgiani. Tomi XL 8vo. aL los. 

The ▼olumefl (except Vol. IX) may 
be had separately, price 5«. 6d. 
each. 

Ethica Nicomachea. Re- 

oognoyit brevique Adnotatione 
critica instnurit I. Bywater. 8to. 

68. 

TTie PoliticSy with Intro- 



ductionfl, Notes, &o., by W. L. 
Newman, M.A Vols. I and IL 
Medium 8to. 28s. 

The Politics^ translated 



into English, with Introduction, 
Marginal Ansdysis, Notes, and In- 
dices, by B. Jowett^ M. A Medium 

8tO. a TOls. 215. 

— Aristotdian Studies, I. 



On the Stnicture of the Seventh 
Book of the Nioomachean Ethics. 
By J. C. Wilson, M. A 8vo. Stiflf 
coTers, 5«. • 

The English Marmscripts 



qf the Nicomachean Ethica, described in 
relaticn to Bekker'a Manuaaripts and 
other Sources, By J. A Stewart, 
M.A (AaecdotaOxon.) Small 4to. 
Zfi.6d. 

On the History of the 



process h\f which the Aristotelian Writ- 
ings arrived at iheir present form. By 
R. Shute, M. A 8yo. 7«. 6d, 



Aristotle. Physics, Book VII. 

Collation of Tarious naa.- ; with In- 
troduction by R Shute, M. A (Anec- 
dota Ozon.) Small 4to. 28, 

Choerobosei Dictata in Theo- 

dosii Canones, necnon Epimerismi in 
Psalmos, E Codicibus mss. edidit 
Thomas Gaisford, aT.P. Tomi III. 
8vo. i5«. 

Demosthenes. Ex recensione 

G. DindorfiL Tomi IX. 8yo. 2L 68, 

Separaieiy : — 

Text^ i2. 18. Annotations, 151: 

Scholia, 109. 

Demosthenes and Aesohines. 

The Orations of Demosthenes and 
Aeschines on the Crown. With 
Introductory Essays and Notes. By 
G. A Simcox, M.A, and W. H. 
Simcox,M.A. 8to. lis. 

Euripides. Tragoediae et 

Fragmentaf ex recensione GuiL Din- 
dorfiL TomilL 8vo. loa. 

Annotationes Guil. Din- 



dorfiL Partes IL 8vo. lOs. 

— Scholia Oraeca, ex Codi- 
cibus aucta et emendata a Guil. 
Dindorfio. Tomi IV. 8yo. iL 168. 

Alcestis, ex recensione 



G. Dindorfli. 8yo. 28, 6d. 

Harpocrationis Lezicon. Ex 

recensione G. DindorfiL Tomi IL 
8yo. ids. 6d. 

Hephaestionis Enchiridion^ 

Tefre/rUiammMcmrus^FrodU8,&c^ Edidit 
T. Gaisford, &T.P. Tomi IL lot. 

Heraoliti Ephesii Rdiqvdas. 

Becensuit L Bywater, M. A Appen- 
dicis loco additae sunt Diogenis 



Oxford: Clarendon Frees. 
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Laertii Vita Heracliti, Partioxtlae 
Hippocratei De Diaeta Lib. I., £pi- 
stolae Heracliteae. Svo. 6«. 

Homer. A Complete Covr- 

cordance to the Odyssey and Hymns qf 
Homer; to which is added a Con- 
cordance to the Parallel Passages in 
the Iliad, Odyssej, and Hymns. 
By Henry Dunbar, M.D. 4to. 

ll, 18. 

Seberi Index in Home- 

nan, 8yo. 68. 6d, 

A Oram/mar of the Home- 

Tie Dialect. By D. B. Monro, M.A. 
8yo. Second Edition. 149. 

• Ilias, cum brevi Anno- 

tatione G. 0. Heynii Accedunt 
Scholia minora. Tomi II. Syo. 
i$s. 



— Uias, ex rec. Guil. Din- 

dorfii. 8yo. 58. 6d. 

— Scholia Oraeca in lUa- 

dsm. Edited by W. Dindorf, after 
a new collation of the Venetian mss. 
by I>. & Monro, M.A. 4 vols. 
8to. 22. 108. 



— Scholia Oraeca in Ilia- 

demToumlfyana. Beoensoit Emestus 
Maass. a vols. 8yo. iL 168. 



— Odysaea^ ex rec. G. Din- 

dorfii 8yo. 55. 6d. 



aeam, 
Tomin. 



Scholia Oraeca in Qdys- 

Edidit GuiL Dindorfins. 
8ya 158. 6d, 



— Odyssey. Books I-XII. 

Edited with English Notes, Appen- 
dices, &c. By W. W. Merry, D.D., 
and James Riddell, M.A. Second 
Edition. 8yo. 168. 



Oratores Attidj ex recensione 

Bekkeri: 

L Antiphon,Andocide6,etLyBia0. 
Syo. 78t 

II. Isooratea. 8yo. 7<. 

HL IsaeaSyAeschineByLycurgiis, 
Dinarchus, &c. 8yo. 78. 

Faroemiograpbi Graeoi, quo^ 

rum pars nunc primum ex Codd. mss, 
mUifotur. Edidit T. Qaisford, S.T.P. 
1836. 8yo. 58. 6d. 

Plato. Apology, with a re- 
vised Text and English Notes, and 
a Digest of Platonic Idioms, by 
James BiddeU, M.A. 8yo. 8f. 6d. 



PhiiebuSy with a revised 






Text and English Notes, by Edward 
Posts, M.A. 8yo. 78. 6d. 

Sophistes and PoliticuSj 

with a reyised Text and English 
Notes, by L. Campbell, M.A. 8yo. 

188. 

Theaetetus, with a revised 

Text and English Notes, by I^ 
Campbell, M.A. Second Edition, 8yo. 
108.6(2. 

2%^ 2>kifoflfit€8, translated 

into English, with Analyses and 
Introductions, by B. Jowett> MA. 
5 yols. niedium 8yo. 32. 108. 

— The RepuUiCy translated 

into English, with Analyvia and 
Introduction, by B. Jowett> MJl. 
Medium 8ya 12s. 6d.\ half-roan, 
148. 

— Index to Plato. Com- 
piled for Prof. Jowetfs Translation 

of the Dialogues. By Eyelyn Abbott^ 
M.A. 8yo. Paper coyers^ 28. 6d, 



London: Hcnxy Fbowds, Am«Ei CSomer, B.C. 
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FlotmnB. Edidit F. Creuzer. 

Tomi III. 4to. 12. 8& 

PolybinB. Selections. Edited 

by J. L. Strachan-Davidson, M.A. 
With Maps. Medium 8to> buckram, 

218, 

SophooleB. The Plays and 

FragtnerUs, With English Notes and 
Introductions, by Lewis Gampbeli, 
M.A. a Tols. 

YeLI. Oedipus Tyrannus. Oedi- 
pus Coloneus. Antigone. 8yo. 
iSa, 

YoL n. Ajaz. Electra. Trachi- 
niae. Philoctetes. Fragments. 
8to. jCs, 



Tragoediae et Frag- 

menta, ex recensione et cum com- 
mentariia GuiL Dindorfii. Third 
EdUion, a vols. Fcap. 8yo. iL is. 

Each Play separately, limp, as. 6d, 

The Teoct aZoTie, with 

lai^ margin, small 4tOb 8& 



— TAe Teoct alone, square 

i6mo. 3A. 6d. 

Each Play separately, limp, 6d, 

— Tragoediae et Fra^menta 

cum Annotationibus Guil.Dindorfli. 
Tomi n. 8yo. ios. 

The Text, VoL I. 5«. 6d. 
The Notes, Vol. TL ^ 6d. 



Stobaei FlorHegium, Ad 

XBBL fidem emendayit et suppleTit 
T. Gaisford, aT.P. Tomi IV. Svo. 

Eclogarum Phyeicarum 

et Ethioaarum libri duo, Accedit 
HierocUs Commentarius in aurea 
carmlna Pythagoreorum. Ad mss. 
Godd. reoensuit T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 
Tomi 11. 8to. lis. 

Theodoreti Oraecarum Affec- 

twmxm Ouratio. Ad Codices mss. r&- 
censuit T. Gaisford, S.T.P. Svo. 
7s. 6d, 

Thucydidea. Translated into 

English, with Introduction, Mar- 
ginal Analysis, Notes, and Indices. 
By B. Jowett, M.A., Begins Pro- 
fessor of Greek, a vols. Medium 

Svo. I2. 128. 

Xenophon. Ex recensione et 

cum annotationibus L. Dindorfii. 

Hieioria Chveea. Second EdUion* 
Svo. I09. 6d, 

ExpediHo Cyri. Second EdUum. 
Svo. I08. 6d, 

InstUuUo Cyri, 8vo. ios.6d. 

Memorahilia Socratis, Svo. ye. 6d. 

Opuecula PoUtica Egue^ria et 
'Venatica cum Arriani LibeUo 
de Venatione, Svo. los. 6d» 



Oxford: Clarendon FreaB. 
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Bentham. An Introduction 

to fhB Principlea qf Mordla and Legida- 
iicn. By Jeremy Bentham. Crown 
8yo. 6s. 6d. 

A FragTnent on Oovem- 



nienL By Jeremy Bentham. Edited, 
with an Introduction, hy F. C. 
Montague, M.A. 8yo. 78. 6d. 

Casauboni Ephemerides, cum 

praefatione et notis J. Buasell, S.T.P. 
Tomi II. 8yo. 15s. 

Clinton's Fasti Hdlenici. 

The Civil and Literary Chronology 
of Greece, from the LVIth to the 
CXXIIIrd Olympiad. Third HdUwn. 
4to. 1 2. 14A. 6d, 

Fasti Hdlenici. The 

Civil and Literary Chronology of 
Greece, from the CXXIVth Olym- 
piad to the Death of Augustus. 
Second Edition, 4to. il. 12s. 

Fasti Romani, The 

Civil and Literary Chronology of 
Home and Constantinople, from the 
Death of Augustus to the Death of 
Heraclius. 3 vols. 4to. iZ. 28. 

Finlay. A History of Oreece 

from its Conquest by the Bomans to t?te 
present time, b.0. 146 to A.D. 1864. 
By George Finlay, LL.D. A new 
Edition, revised throughout, and in 
part re-written, with considerable 
additions, by the Author, and edited 
by H. F. Tozer, M. A. 7 vols. 8vo. 
3^ los, 

Qaii Institutiormm Juris 

CiviUs Commefniarii QuaUuor; or, Ele- 
ments of Soman Law by Gains. 
With a Translation and Commen- 
tary by Edward Poste, M.A. Third 
Edition, 8vo. 189. 



Gardthansen. CatalogusCodi-' 

cum Qraecorum Sinaiticorum, Scripsit 
y. Gardthausen Lipsiensis. With 
six pages of Facsimiles. 8vo. 258. 

Heroxilanensilun VoluminxKm 

Partes II. 1824. 8vo. los. 

Fragmenta Herculanensia. A 

Descriptive Catalogue of the Oxford 
copies of the Herculanean Bolls, 
together with the texts of several 
papyri, accompanied by facsimiles. 
Edited by Walter Scott, M.A.,FelIow 
of Merton College, Oxford. Boyal 
8vo. 2 IS. 

Hodgkin. Italy and her In- 

fxiders. With Plates and Maps. By 
Thomas Hodgkin, D.C.L. Vols. 
I-IV, A,D. 37^663- Svo. 3J. 8». 

Justinian. Imperatoris lus- 

tiniani InstituUonum Libri Quatiuor; 
with Introductions, Commentary, 
Excursus and Translation. By J. B. 
Moyle, D.C.L. Second Edition. 2 vols. 

8V0. 328, 

Machiavelli. H Principe. 

Edited by L. Arthur Burd. With 
an Introduction by Lord Acton. 
8vo. 145. 

Fattison. Essays by the late 

Mark Pattison, sometime Hector of 
Lincoln College. Collected and 
Arranged by Henry Nettleship, 
M.A. 2 vols. 8vo. 24«. 

Snuth'B Wealth of Nations, 

A new Edition, with Notes, by 
J. E. Thorold Bogeiv, MA. 2 vols. 
8vo. 2 is. 

Stokes. Th^ Anglo-Indian 

Codes. By Whitley Stokes, LL.D. 
Vol. I. Substantive Law. 8vo. 305. 
Yol. IL Adjective Law. 8vo. 35s. 



London: Hemrt Frowpe, Amen Comer, E.G. 
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\. TheChridianPlatonista 

qf AUaxmdria; being the Bampton 
Leetures for 1886. ByOharieBBigg, 
D.D. 8yo. iot.6ci. 

Bright. Chapters of Early 

EfHfii8ka^wtk History. ByW.Bright, 

D.D. SyO. 128. 

ClementiB Alozandriiii Opera, 

ezreeensioneGuiL DindorfiL Tomi 
IV. 8to. 3«. 

£ii0ebii PMnphili Evangdicae 

PraepanUioms lAbri ZV. Ad Godd. 
MSB. reoensuit T. Gaiaford, S.T.P. 
Tomi IV. 8¥0. iL log. 

EtxiTigelicae Demonstra" 

titmisLibriZ. BeoensuitT.GaiafoTd, 
S.TP. Tomi II. 8vo. I5». 

contra Hieroclem et Mar- 

cOium LOfri. JSeoenaoit T. Gaiaford, 
aT.P. Bwo, 7«. 



Hatch. Eesaya in Biblical 

QfBek. By Edwin Hatch, ILA., DO). 
8T0. iot.6tf. 

A Concordance to the 

Greek VenUme and Apocryphal Books qf 
the Old TesUunenL By the late Edwin 
Hatch, M.A., D.D., and H. A. 
Redpath, U.A. To be published tn 
Six Paris, at 2I8, each. 
To Subeoriben in advance, 14s. eaek. 

Ifl'ouiim TBstamentitm Domine 

Nostri lean Ohriati Iiatine, ae- 
cundnm Editionem S. HieronymL 
Ad Codicom Mannaoriptonim fidem 
recenaoit lohannea WordaworUi, 
S.T.P., Epiacopua Sariabuzianaia. 
In operia aooietatem adaumto Hen- 
rico luUano White, A.H. 

Fasc. I. EuangeUum secundum Mat- 

theum. 4to. i is. 6d. 
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